
Missouri Attorney General's Opinions - 1977

Opinion Date Topic Summary

6-77 Mar 17 STATE EMPLOYEES.
HIGHWAY PATROL.
RETIREMENT.
PENSIONS.

An employee of the state of Missouri who was employed by the
Missouri State Highway Patrol from January 19, 1946 until February 24,
1946, and who then resigned to reenlist in the United States Army, and
who subsequently served continuously in the United States Army until
May of 1965, and who went to work for the state of Missouri in
August of 1965, and has continuously been employed by the state
since that time, is not entitled to receive prior state or military service
credit with the Missouri State Employees' Retirement System from
January, 1946 until August, 1965.

8-77 June 6 LICENSES.
NURSING HOMES.

The Board of Nursing Home Administrators is required to assess and
collect a fee of $50 prior to the examination of an applicant for license
and the Board may not waive this fee when an applicant is reexamined
on part of the examination.

10-77 Apr 7 COORDINATING
BOARD FOR HIGHER
EDUCATION.
STATE ANATOMICAL
BOARD.
REORGANIZATION
ACT.

Monies received by the State Anatomical Board are to be deposited in
the state treasury. Expenditures are to be made by such board from
appropriations by the General Assembly.

13-77 Dec 30 Opinion letter to Mr. Owens Lee Hull, Jr.

14-77 Apr 27 CREDIT UNIONS.
CONSUMER AFFAIRS,
REGULATION, AND
LICENSING.

A credit union in possession is not required to pay for the operating
expense and compensation of a regular employee of the Division of
Credit Unions who, as a part of his official duties, is operating the
credit union in possession on behalf of the Director of the Division of
Credit Unions.

15-77 Feb 2 Opinion letter to Mr. Robert H. Daugherty

16-77 Feb 1 Opinion letter to Mr. Kenneth Karch

17-77 Aug 25 Opinion letter to The Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick

20-77 Jan 14 CRIMINAL LAW.
LOTTERIES.
GAMBLING.

(1) Section 563.374, RSMo 1969 would not prohibit the printing of
advertisements or other promotional material in Missouri for use in
consumer sweepstakes conducted outside this state when the printed
material is shipped directly to the out-of-state locations. 

(2) Section 563.430, RSMo 1969 and Section 563.440, RSMo 1969 do



not apply to or prohibit the printing of advertisements or promotional
material in Missouri for use in consumer sweepstakes conducted
outside the state when the printed material is shipped directly to the
out-of-state locations.

22-77 Jan 21 Opinion letter to Mr. Wm. Kenneth Carnes

23-77 May 18 CONSTITUTIONAL
LAW.
COMMON PLEAS
CLERKS.

The office of clerk of the Cape Girardeau Court of Common Pleas will
be abolished as of January 2, 1979, when Article V, Section 27,
Missouri Constitution, becomes effective.

25-77 Sept 27 Opinion letter to Mr. James F. Walsh

27-77 Feb 25 DRAINAGE DISTRICTS.
TAXATION.

The board of supervisors of a drainage district organized in the circuit
court under provisions of Chapter 242, RSMo, may levy a tax for
organizational purposes at different times provided that the total taxes
levied for this purpose do not exceed the sum of one dollar per acre
for each acre of land within the district.

28-77 Apr 28 ROADS AND BRIDGES.
DRAINAGE DISTRICTS.

The word “bridge,” as used in Section 242.350, RSMo, includes
“culvert”; and drainage districts organized under the provisions of
Chapter 242, RSMo, may utilize culverts rather than bridges where the
drainage ditches of the district cross public roads.

29-77 Apr 11 MAGISTRATES. The civil jurisdiction of the magistrate courts, including the magistrate
courts in the City of St. Louis, is provided for in Section 482.090 as
amended by C.C.S.H.B. Nos. 1317 and 1098, 78th General Assembly,
Second Regular Session, in the maximum amount of $5,000.

30-77 Jan 13 Opinion letter to The Honorable C. E. Hamilton, Jr.

31-77   Withdrawn

33-77 Feb 25 COOPERATIVE
AGREEMENTS.
DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SAFETY.
LAW ENFORCEMENT
ADMINISTRATION.

The Department of Public Safety, Missouri Council on Criminal Justice,
although it does not have the authority to determine the number of
and the geographical boundaries of regional criminal justice planning
units which have been established by cooperative agreement by and
between political subdivisions of the State of Missouri pursuant to the
provisions of Section 70.220, RSMo 1969, can choose not to recognize
the regional planning units as they presently exist, and is not required
by state law to make federal money available to those presently
existing regional criminal justice planning units for law enforcement
planning purposes.

34-77 Mar 30 Opinion letter to Mr. Edwin M. Bode

35-77 Jan 20 COMPENSATION.
PROSECUTING

Section 56.280, RSMo Supp. 1975, relating to the compensation of
prosecuting attorneys in counties of the third and fourth classes, does



ATTORNEY. not repeal the provisions for additional compensation for such
prosecuting attorneys under Sections 56.285 and 56.291, RSMo, and
the prosecuting attorneys of such counties are entitled to
compensation based on all such sections.

37-77 Jan 25 Opinion letter to Mr. James Walsh

38-77 Jan 7 Opinion letter to Dr. Arthur L. Mallory

39-77 Feb 25 LIQUOR.
SUNDAY SALES.

Persons holding licenses for the sale of intoxicating liquor by the drink
and those holding licenses for the sale of malt liquor only are eligible
for “Sunday sale” licenses under Section 311.097, RSMo Supp. 1975.

41-77 Jan 7 REORGANIZATION
ACT.
DEPARTMENT OF
REVENUE.

A Deputy Director of Revenue, appointed pursuant to Section 1.6(6) of
the Omnibus State Reorganization Act, Appendix B, RSMo Cum. Supp.
1975, can hold such office and legally exercise all powers of the
Director of Revenue for a period not to exceed six consecutive months
in the event the Director of Revenue should resign.

42-77   Withdrawn

43-77   Withdrawn

50-77 Mar 2 PROSECUTING
ATTORNEY.
CONCEALED
WEAPONS.

Prosecuting attorneys are not conservators of the peace and are,
therefore, not exempt from the provisions of Section 564.610, RSMo
1969, relating to carrying of concealed weapons.

52-77 July 19 Opinion letter to The Honorable Abe Paul

53-77 Dec 30 Opinion letter to Mr. William C. McIlroy

54-77 June
21

LIBRARIES.
CITY LIBRARIES.

The Jefferson City Library Board has no authority to establish a fund
other than the funds specifically provided for by statute.

56-77 Aug 29 SNOWMOBILES.
MOTOR VEHICLES.
DRIVERS' LICENSES.

A snowmobile is not required to be registered and licensed as a motor
vehicle, but it is unlawful to operate a snowmobile upon the highways
of this state if it is not properly equipped and if the operator is not
properly licensed.

60-77 Apr 8 COUNTY COURT.
DEPUTY ASSESSORS.
ASSESSORS.

A county assessor in a third class county may appoint such clerks and
deputies as he deems necessary subject to the approval of the county
court.

61-77 June
28

LIMITED DRIVING
PRIVILEGES.
MOTOR VEHICLES.
DRIVERS' LICENSES.
LICENSES.

A magistrate court which convicts a driver, who is driving under a court
order of a different court granting hardship driving privileges, of an
offense which results in the assessment of points under the provisions
of Section 302.302, RSMo Supp. 1975, other than a violation of a
municipal stop sign ordinance where no accident is involved, is
required, under Section 302.309, RSMo, to notify the driver, the



director of revenue and the court which granted the order, of the
conviction. Such magistrate court does not have the authority to
require that the defendant surrender the order granting hardship
driving privileges, although such order is terminated as a matter of law.

62-77 Mar 9 AMBULANCE
DISTRICTS.

An ambulance district may borrow money and become indebted in an
amount not in excess of the anticipated revenue for the current year
plus any unencumbered balances from previous years without a vote
by the people.

64-77 Mar 17 TAXATION.
ASSESSMENT.
NEW MOTOR
VEHICLES.

The assessed valuation of new motor vehicles held for sale in the
ordinary course of business is to be determined pursuant to Section
150.040(2), and that this amount is not to be further reduced by virtue
of Section 137.115, RSMo Supp. 1975.

65-77 Feb 23 POLICE.
CITY POLICE.
CITIES, TOWNS &
VILLAGES.
INITIATIVE &
REFERENDUM.

A fourth class city board of aldermen which has, with the approval of
the voters, provided for the appointment of a chief of police under the
provisions of Section 79.050, RSMo, has the authority to repeal such
ordinance without approval of the voters and to reestablish the office
of city marshal.

67-77   Withdrawn

68-77 Feb 23 APPROPRIATIONS.
GENERAL ASSEMBLY.
UNIVERSITY OF
MISSOURI.
CONSTITUTIONAL
LAW.

The legislature is not prohibited by Article IX, Section 9(a), Constitution
of Missouri, when appropriating from general revenue to the Board of
Curators for the University of Missouri, from specifying amounts for
each campus.

69-77 Feb 15 CONSTITUTIONAL
LAW.
UNIVERSITY OF
MISSOURI.
GOVERNOR.

Pursuant to Article IV, Section 51, Constitution of Missouri, persons
appointed by the Governor to administrative boards and commissions
of the state, including persons appointed to the Board of Curators of
the University of Missouri, which appointments were made while the
Senate was not in session, but which appointments require
confirmation by the Senate, cease to hold office after thirty days from
the date the Senate next convened, if the Senate fails to act on said
appointments and thereby did not give its advice and consent within
thirty days after the Senate convened in special or regular session.

71-77   Withdrawn

72-77 Mar 1 Opinion letter to Mr. Theodore L. Johnson, III

76-77 Apr 20 AGRICULTURE.
CORPORATIONS.
FAMILY FARMS.

A corporation, incorporated for the purpose of farming and the
ownership of agricultural land in Missouri, whose shares of voting stock
are wholly owned and held by a family farm corporation, as defined by



Section 350.010(5), RSMo Supp. 1975, is neither a “family farm
corporation” nor an “authorized farm corporation” within the meaning
of Section 350.010(2) or (5), respectively. It is our further opinion that
the subsidiary corporation referred to above, which owned agricultural
land and operated said land as a farm prior to September 28, 1975,
may continue to engage in farming and acquire agricultural land in
Missouri within the limitations imposed by Section 350.015(3). We are
of the further opinion that the subsidiary corporation referred to above
must file an annual report, giving the information required by Sections
350.020.1 and 350.020.4, with the Director of the Missouri
Department of Agriculture. 

77-77 Mar 3 Opinion letter to The Honorable James A. Franklin, Jr.

79-77 June
27

CARL.
DEPARTMENT OF
SOCIAL SERVICES.
DIVISION OF HEALTH.
CRIPPLED CHILDREN.

The method being used by the Division of Health, Missouri Crippled
Children's Service, in connection with the supplying of hearing aids and
custom-fitted earmolds, as above described, complies with the
statutory requirements under Chapter 346, RSMo Supp. 1975.

80-77 Aug 17 WORKMEN'S
COMPENSATION.
COUNTY
COLLECTORS.

Employees in the office of county collector of a third class county are
county employees for the purposes of workmen's compensation
coverage under Chapter 287, RSMo

83-77 Apr 21 OFFICERS.
COMPENSATION.
COUNTY BUDGET.
COUNTY OFFICERS.
PROSECUTING
ATTORNEY.

McDonald County is liable for any unpaid balance due the prosecuting
attorney of McDonald County as salary provided for by statute for the
years 1975 and 1976 without regard as to whether such salary was
budgeted by the county court during such years.

85-77   Withdrawn

88-77 July 19 DEPUTIES.
COUNTY TREASURER.

A county court in a third class county is without authority to appoint a
deputy county treasurer. A county treasurer in a third class county may
appoint a deputy to perform ministerial duties at the expense only of
the county treasurer. Signing checks under the provisions of Section
110.240, RSMo 1969, is a ministerial act which may be performed by a
deputy county treasurer in the name of the county treasurer whose
signature may be affixed by the use of a facsimile signature filed with
the Secretary of State.

89-77 Apr 28 ROAD DISTRICTS.
ROADS AND BRIDGES.

The county court of a third class county not under township
organization form of government may appoint one road overseer for
two common road districts.

91-77 June INSURANCE. Under Section 375.791, RSMo 1969, the Director of the Division of



27 Insurance of the state of Missouri is not authorized to issue a
certificate of authority to Lloyds, New York.

92-77 May 10 LEGISLATORS.
GENERAL ASSEMBLY.

The General Assembly may authorize the use of a state owned or
leased automobile by a member of the General Assembly for official
use.

93-77 June
28

SCHOOLS.
STATE AID.

A teachers' meeting held on the first day of a school term is to be
considered a day of school operation in determining state aid under
Section 163.021, RSMo Supp. 1975.

96-77   Withdrawn

97-77 May 11 MEDICAL
EXAMINERS.
OSTEOPATHS.
DOCTORS.

The term “physician” as used in Section 58.705, RSMo Supp. 1975,
refers only to physicians licensed under Chapter 334, RSMo.

98-77 May 25 CITIES, TOWNS &
VILLAGES.
FOURTH CLASS
CITIES.
POOR PERSONS.

A city of the fourth class has the authority to provide for the relief of
its poor inhabitants.

101-77 Sept 28 GOVERNOR.
CRIMINAL LAW.
PARDON & PAROLES.
CRIMINAL
PROCEDURE.

A governor's unconditional pardon of a person convicted of a crime
does not operate to expunge the records pertaining to such person.
Nor do §§ 610.100 and 610.105, RSMo Supp. 1975, require or
authorize the expungement of such records.

102-77 May 16 SCHOOLS.
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

The public school districts in this state may not use funds available to
them under Part B of Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 to provide the services described therein to
nonpublic school children on nonpublic school premises. The
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education may not provide
assurances pursuant to Section 403(a)(3) of Title IV (20 U.S.C. §
1803(a)(3)) that Title IV funds will be used to benefit children attending
nonpublic schools as required by Section 406 (20 U.S.C. § 1806).

105-77 May
17 SCHOOLS.

COLLEGES.
UNIVERSITIES.
PUBLIC RECORDS.
SUNSHINE LAW. 

All records of state colleges and universities concerning faculty and
staff salaries and records relating to the financial condition of such
colleges and universities, except those specifically excluded by state to
members of the public or federal law, must be made available upon
request. 

106-77 July 7 Opinion letter to The Honorable Gladys Marriott



107-77 Aug 16 Opinion letter to The Honorable Kaye Steinmetz

108-77 Apr 20 SCHOOLS.
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

Section 117.011, RSMo, which prohibits the sale of a schoolhouse or
school site until another site and house are provided does not apply to
a six-director school district which proposes to sell two of its six
elementary schools.

109-77 June
28

Opinion letter to The Honorable Richard J. DeCoster

110-77   Withdrawn

111-77 Apr 15 SHERIFFS.
CIRCUIT ATTORNEYS.
PROSECUTING
ATTORNEYS.

The term “prosecuting attorney” referred to in the last sentence of
Section 58.715, RSMo Supp. 1975, means, as applied to the City of St.
Louis, the circuit attorney of the City of St. Louis. The duties of the
sheriff which are prescribed by law for coroners are to be carried out
by the circuit attorney of the City of St. Louis in case of a vacancy in
the office of the sheriff of the City of St. Louis.

112-77 Apr 21 JUDGES. An incumbent magistrate judge who is presently over 76 years of age is
required under the provisions of Section 476.458, RSMo Supp. 1976, to
retire December 31, 1978, the end of his term.

113-77 Dec 27 Opinion letter to Mr. Stephen C. Bradford

115-77 Apr 27 Opinion letter to Dr. Arthur L. Mallory

116-77 Apr 27 Opinion letter to Dr. Arthur L. Mallory

117-77 Dec 7 STATE AUDITOR.
DEPARTMENT OF
MENTAL HEALTH.

The State Auditor has access to information contained in individual
personnel files maintained at the Department of Mental Health and its
facilities even though parts of such files may be confidential to the
extent that such files relate to the duty of the Auditor to post-audit the
financial condition of such institutions.

118-77 Sept 27 Opinion letter to The Honorable Wesley S. Miller

120-77 May 4 ASSESSMENTS.
MOTOR VEHICLES.

Under the provisions of subsection 2 of Section 150.040, RSMo Supp.
1976, the gross amount received by the merchant for new motor
vehicles is to be computed on the basis of the entire amount received
from the sale of “new” motor vehicles as provided in Section
150.040(2), including the value of any trade-ins.

121-77 July 21 BANKS.
STATE AUDITOR.
DIVISION OF
FINANCE.

The proper method of allocation of costs of bank examinations is for
the Commissioner of Finance to estimate expenses pursuant to Section
361.170, RSMo 1969, and add an amount equal to fifteen percent of
the estimated expenses to pay the costs of rent and other supporting
services furnished by the state; and from that total amount, the
Commissioner shall deduct the estimated amount of the anticipated
annual income to the fund from all sources other than bank or trust



company assessments. Then the Commissioner of Finance shall allocate
and assess the remainder to the several banks and trust companies in
the state on the basis of their total assets as reflected in the last
preceding report called for by the Commissioner under Section
361.130, RSMo 1969.

122-77 May 24 Opinion letter to The Honorable C. E. Hamilton, Jr.

124-77 July 11 Opinion letter to The Honorable Nelson B. Tinnin

125-77 July 7 FIREMEN. Under the provisions of Sections 87.005 and 87.006, RSMo 1969, any
fireman who has complied with the provisions of these sections and
succumbs to any condition of impairment of health caused by any
disease of the lungs or respiratory tract, hypertension, or disease of the
heart resulting in total or partial disability or death it is to be presumed
that it was suffered in the line of duty unless the contrary is shown by
competent evidence.

126-77 Aug 23 Opinion letter to The Honorable Donald L. Manford

127-77 May 13 Opinion letter to Dr. Arthur L. Mallory

128-77 Aug 31 COMPENSATION.
COUNTY
COLLECTORS.
COUNTY
TREASURERS.

Under Section 54.320, RSMo Supp. 1975, an ex officio collector is
entitled to: A. Three percent commission on the collection and paying
over of all current or delinquent corporation, merchants' tax, license,
and tax on railroads and is entitled to a two percent commission on
the collection and paying over of all other delinquent taxes. B. Three
percent commission on the collection and paying of taxes of a
telephone company regardless of whether the company pays on a
current basis or pays delinquent taxes. Section 151.280, RSMo 1969,
does not apply to the commissions of ex officio collectors; and Section
52.260 (14) and (15), RSMo 1969, did not apply to an ex officio
collector.

129-77 May 25 LEGISLATORS.
COMPENSATION.

Members of the State House of Representatives who take office after
the beginning of a legislative term should have their first monthly
salary prorated unless they take office on the first day of the month.

130-77 Oct 24 Opinion letter to The Honorable Wayne Goode

131-77 Nov 2 Opinion letter to Mr. James F. Walsh

134-77 Sept 27 SCHOOL FOR THE
BLIND.
BLIND.
DEPARTMENT OF
ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY
EDUCATION.

School for the Blind Trust Funds may be used to finance a school for
the blind facility which will serve children who are sighted but who are
severely handicapped as well as children who are blind.



135-77 May 26 Opinion letter to Dr. Arthur L. Mallory

138-77 June
10

Opinion letter to The Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick

141-77 July 19 COUNTY
COLLECTORS.
COUNTY
DEPOSITARIES.

When the county court of a third class county, under Section 52.020.2,
RSMo 1969, has required the county collector to deposit all daily
collections of money in depositaries selected by the county courts in
accordance with Sections 110.130 through 110.150, RSMo, the county
collector must make such daily deposits in such county depositaries.

145-77 June
17

Opinion letter to Dr. Arthur L. Mallory

147-77 Dec 27 Opinion letter to Mr. John M. Keane

148-77 Sept 27 Opinion letter to Mr. John M. Keane

150-77 July 8 Opinion letter to Mr. James R. Hall

151-77 July 7 Opinion letter to The Honorable Harry Wiggins

153-77 Aug 25 AGRICULTURE.
AGRICULTURAL
CORPORATIONS.
CORPORATIONS.

A corporation which owns agricultural land in Missouri, but does not
engage in farming, is not required to file an annual report with the
Director of the Missouri Department of Agriculture pursuant to Section
350.020.4, RSMo Supp. 1975.

155-77 July 6  Opinion letter to The Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 

156-77 July 6  Opinion letter to The Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 

157-77 June
29

Opinion letter to The Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick

158-77 June
29 

 Opinion letter to The Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 

159-77 July 6  Opinion letter to The Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 

161-77 Sept 20 Opinion letter to The Honorable Donald L. Manford

162-77   Withdrawn

163-77 Oct 20 PUBLIC SCHOOL
RETIREMENT SYSTEM.
TEACHERS.

Under the provisions of House Bill 477 of the 79th General Assembly,
effective September 28, 1977, amending Section 169.070, RSMo Supp.
1975, a member of the Public School Retirement System of Missouri
with twenty-five years of creditable service, but less than sixty years of
age, may retire and draw an actuarially reduced retirement allowance
and the spouse named as beneficiary of a member who dies before
retirement with twenty-five years of creditable service may elect to
receive either survivorship benefits under option 1 of Section 169.070
as amended or a payment of the member's accumulated contributions.



164-77 Aug 23 Opinion letter to The Honorable Frank Bild

165-77 Aug 9 Opinion letter to Mr. Lowell McCuskey

166-77 Sept 27 ELECTIONS.
PRIMARIES.
CANDIDATES.

Declarations of candidacy for the 1978 primary election filed after the
date of the 1976 November general election (November 2, 1976) and
on or before the last Tuesday in April, 1978, are valid declarations of
candidacy.

169-77 Aug 12 LEGISLATORS.
CONSTITUTIONAL
LAW.
ARREST.

Section 19 of Article III of the Missouri Constitution, which excepts
members of the Missouri General Assembly from arrest during a
session of the Assembly, and 15 days prior to and after such session,
does not apply to arrests which are criminal in nature and such
legislators may be arrested during such sessions for criminal or
ordinance violations.

172-77 Sept 27 Opinion letter to The Honorable Dotty Doll

173-77 Sept 27 Opinion letter to The Honorable Wendell Bailey

174-77 Dec 13 Opinion letter to The Honorable Garnett A. Kelly

176-77 Sept 28 MAGISTRATES.
ELECTIONS.

Under the amendments to Article V of the Missouri Constitution,
effective January 2, 1979, the chief clerk of the magistrate court of
Greene County elected under Section 483.495, RSMo Supp. 1975,
becomes the chief clerk of divisions of the circuit court presided over
by the associate circuit judges who were judges of the magistrate court
on January 1, 1979. Unless otherwise provided for by law, there will be
elected a chief clerk of the Greene County magistrate court at the
November General Election, 1978, and the county clerk of Greene
County is required to accept declarations of candidacy for such office.

177-77 Aug 10 OFFICE OF
ADMINISTRATION.
CRIMINAL COSTS.
PRISONERS.
COUNTIES.

The per diem costs of incarceration of prisoners for which the state is
responsible under the provisions of Chapter 550, RSMo, are to be
determined by the Office of Administration pursuant to the provisions
of Section 221.105, RSMo Supp. 1976.

178-77 Aug 10 Opinion letter to Dr. Arthur L. Mallory

179-77 Sept 28 COUNTY BUDGET. Necessary funds required for the enforcing of House Bill No. 601, 79th
General Assembly, during 1977 are automatically included within the
1977 budgets of counties of the third class.

180-77 Dec 22 PROSECUTING
ATTORNEYS.
DIVISION OF FAMILY
SERVICES.

Pursuant to Section 2 of House Bill 601, First Regular Session, 79th
General Assembly, the prosecuting attorney has authority and is
required to litigate child support enforcement actions with respect to
persons who are not recipients of public assistance but who have been
referred by the Division of Family Services to him. The duty to litigate



such actions includes the initiation of whatever action is necessary to
enforce judgments including garnishment.

181-77 Nov 1 Opinion letter to The Honorable Henry A. Panethiere

182-77 Aug 17 Opinion letter to The Honorable Norman L. Merrell

183-77 Oct 6 Opinion letter to The Honorable Russell G. Brockfeld

186-77 Aug 22 Opinion letter to Dr. Arthur L. Mallory

188-77 Sept 30 SCHOOLS.
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.
SCHOOL
TRANSPORTATION.

The distances set forth in Section 167.231, RSMo Supp. 1975, are to be
measured from the door of the pupil's home to the door of the school
along the most direct traveled route. An urban school district governed
by Section 167.231 has no authority to transport pupils at district
expense living less than one mile but more than one-half mile from
school absent a favorable election for that purpose in accordance with
that section. An urban school district governed by Section 167.231 has
no authority to transport pupils at district expense who live less than
one-half mile from school.

189-77 Oct 24 Opinion letter to Mrs. Carolyn Ashford

191-77 Oct 7 DEPUTIES.
SHERIFFS.
COUNTY COURT.
COMPENSATION.

The sheriff of a first class county without a charter form of government
has the exclusive authority to hire or fire deputies, assistants, and
other employees in his office and to establish the compensation for his
staff within the limits of the allocations made for that purpose by the
county court.

192-77 Oct 24 Opinion letter to The Honorable James I. Spainhower

194-77 Sept 27 Opinion letter to The Honorable Steven M. Gardner

195-77   Withdrawn

196-77 Nov
30 

LAGERS.
PENSIONS.
COMPREHENSIVE
EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING ACT.

1. A political subdivision which is a member of the Missouri Local
Government Employees’ Retirement System (LAGERS) may not
withhold from LAGERS the employer’s share of contributions for full-
time employees whose salaries are funded through the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act of 1973. 2. The Missouri Local
Government Employees’ Retirement System (LAGERS) may not refund
to a political subdivision the employer’s contributions attributable to
any such employee who terminates his employment prior to the
vesting of his benefits.

199-77 Dec 28 Opinion letter to The Honorable Samuel C. Jones

201-77   Withdrawn

203-77 Nov 22 GOVERNOR.
OFFICERS.

Under the provisions of Section 51 of Article IV of the Missouri
Constitution, a nomination made during a session of the Senate is not



STATE OFFICERS.
CONSTITUTIONAL
LAW.

subject to the constitutional thirty-day limitation in which the Senate
must act since such limitation is applicable only to appointments made
when the Senate is not in session. The Governor has authority to
withdraw the nomination of a person made during a session of the
Senate at any time prior to adjournment of the Senate if the Senate
has not acted on such nomination.

204-77 Dec 29 BONDS.
SCHOOLS.
STATE AUDITOR.

The State Auditor does have authority to register refunding building
bonds of the Sedalia School District No. 200 of Pettis County, Missouri.
Our opinion is limited solely to the facts presented.

205-77 Dec 13 RECORDER OF DEEDS.
UNIFORM
COMMERCIAL CODE.

Section 59.310, as amended by Senate Bill No. 112, First Regular
Session, 79th General Assembly, requires the print on any document to
be recorded by the recorder of deeds to be 8 point and that if any
document contains type smaller than 8 point such document must be
accompanied by an exact typewritten copy thereof which will be
recorded contemporaneously with the document.

206-77 Oct 26 NOTARY PUBLIC. Under the provisions of Senate Substitute for House Bill No. 513, First
Regular Session, 79th General Assembly, effective January 1, 1978,
notaries public commissioned before January 1, 1978, and whose
commissions extend beyond that date are not required to obtain the
$10,000 bond required by Section 8 of such Act unless and until such
notaries renew their commissions after the expiration of such terms of
office. On and after January 1, 1978, such notaries are subject to the
civil and criminal liability provided in Sections 32 through 38 of the Act
and have statewide authority to perform notarial functions under
Section 3 of the Act.

208-77 Nov 1 Opinion letter to The Honorable Allan G. Mueller

210-77   Withdrawn

211-77 Dec 22 COMPENSATION.
ASSESSORS.
DEPUTIES.

The county assessor of a third class county retains authority to employ
deputy and other clerical personnel subject to the approval by the
county court of the amount authorized notwithstanding the
amendment of Section 53.071, RSMo Supp. 1975, by the provisions of
Senate Bill No. 277, First Regular Session, 79th General Assembly,
effective January 1, 1978.

213-77 Nov 7 COUNTY CLERKS.
COMPENSATION.

The reenactment of Section 150.070 in Senate Bill 277 of the First
Regular Session of the 79th General Assembly, does not authorize the
payment to the county clerk of any fees from the county provided for
therein. Any fees received from the state by the clerk must be paid
into the county treasury.

216-77 Nov 29 Opinion letter to The Honorable Glenn H. Binger



217-77 Dec 28 Opinion letter to The Honorable Russell G. Brockfeld

219-77 Dec 30 COMPENSATION.
COUNTY CLERKS.

Under the provisions of SSHB 101, First Regular Session, 79th General
Assembly, effective January 1, 1978, the county clerks in each county
not having a board of election commissioners are entitled to receive
the additional compensation provided for in Section 2.023 of the act to
be determined as of January 1, 1978, and each year thereafter.

221-77 Dec 27 Opinion letter to Mr. Stephen C. Bradford

222-77 Dec 30 Opinion letter to The Honorable Thomas M. Keyes

223-77 Nov 30 MISSOURI STATE
EMPLOYEES'
RETIREMENT SYSTEM.
PENSIONS.
COMPREHENSIVE
EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING ACT.

1. An employer which is participating in the Missouri State Employees’
Retirement System may not withhold from the Retirement System the
employer’s share of contributions for full-time employees whose salary
and fringe benefits are funded through the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) until such time as the
benefits for such employees vest. 2. The Missouri State Employees’
Retirement System may not refund to an employer the employer’s
contributions attributable to any such employee who terminates his
employment prior to the vesting of his benefits. 

224-77 Nov 30 NON-TEACHER
SCHOOL EMPLOYEES'
RETIREMENT SYSTEM.
COMPREHENSIVE
EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING ACT.
PENSIONS.

1. An employer who is participating in the Non-Teacher School
Employees’ Retirement System of Missouri may not withhold from the
Retirement System the employer’s share of contributions for full-time
employees whose salaries are funded through the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act of 1973. 2. The Non-Teacher School
Employees’ Retirement System of Missouri may not refund to an
employer the employer’s contributions attributable to any such
employee who terminates his employment prior to the vesting of his
benefits.

226-77 Nov 30 GOVERNOR.
OFFICERS.
STATE OFFICERS.
CONSTITUTIONAL
LAW.

The Governor has authority to “withdraw” the appointment of a
person made during a Senate recess before the Senate rejects the
appointment or fails to approve the appointment within thirty days
after the Senate has convened only if the “withdrawal” is made by
removal of the appointee pursuant to Section 17 of Article IV of the
Missouri Constitution. The Governor has authority to withdraw the
nomination of a person made during a session of the Senate before
the Senate rejects the nomination or fails to act on the nomination
during such session. If, prior to withdrawal or removal, the Senate
rejects either such nomination or appointment or fails to act thereon
as required the appointee or nominee cannot again be reappointed or
renominated to the same position. A person appointed during a recess
of the Senate may resign pursuant to Section 12 of Article VII of the
Constitution without prejudice and can be reappointed. A person
nominated during a session may withdraw his name from consideration



by the Senate without prejudice and can be reappointed.

228-77 Nov 14 ELECTIONS.
WATER DISTRICTS.
AMBULANCE
DISTRICTS.

Senate Substitute for House Bill 101 of the First Regular Session, 79th
General Assembly, effective January 1, 1978, repeals by implication
contrary provisions of Section 247.180, RSMo Supp. 1976, relating to
water district elections and of Section 190.055, RSMo Supp. 1975,
relating to ambulance district elections.

229-77 Dec 29  Opinion letter to The Honorable Carole Roper Park 

231-77 Dec 29 ELECTIONS.
REGISTRATION.
ST. LOUIS CITY.

A person appointed a deputy registration official by an election
authority under the provisions of subsection 1 of Section 7.035 of
Senate Substitute for House Bill No. 101, First Regular Session, 79th
General Assembly, effective January 1, 1978, is not required to be a
registered voter in the jurisdiction of the appointing election authority.

235-77 Dec 13 Opinion letter to The Honorable Michael A. Burke

236-77 Dec 29 Opinion letter to Dr. Richard J. Judd

237-77 Dec 19 DEPARTMENT OF
REVENUE.
COUNTY SALES TAX.

The October 14, 1977 notice to the director of revenue of the adoption
of a countywide sales tax by St. Louis County under S.B. No. 234 is
sufficient to cause the director to perform his duties under the
provisions of S.B. No. 234.

238-77 Dec 29  Opinion letter to Dr. Richard J. Judd 

240-77   Withdrawn

249-77 Dec 22 ELECTIONS. After January 1, 1978, the effective date of Senate Substitute for
House Bill 101, First Regular Session, 79th General Assembly, (the
Comprehensive Election Act of 1977), attorneys employed by the
boards of election commissioners are considered employees within the
provisions of Section 2.075 of that Act which requires that employees
of each board be selected in equal numbers from the two major
political parties. Selection in equal numbers, however, does not require
equal selection according to position classification.



STATE EMPLOYEES: 
HIGHWAY PATROL: 
RETIREMENT : 
PENSIONS: 

An employee of the state of Missouri 
who was employed by the Missouri State 
Highway Patrol from January 19, 1946 
until February 24, 1946, and who the n 
resigned to reenlist in the United 

States Army, and who subsequently served continuously in the 
United States Army until May of 1965, and who went to work for 
the state of Missouri in August of 1965, and has continuously 
been employed by the state since that time, is not entitled to 
receive prior state or military service credit with the Missouri 
State Employees' Retirement System from January, 1946 until 
August, 1965. 

OPINION NO. 6 

March 17, 1977 

FILED 
Mr. Edwin M. Bode 
Executive Secretary 
Missouri State Employees' 

Retirement System 
Post Office Box 209 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Bode: 

~ 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your request for an opin
ion from this office which request reads as follows: 

"Advice is requested as to whether or not 
an employee of the State of Missouri, who was 
employed by the Missouri State Highway Patrol 
from January 19, 1946 until February 24 , 1946, 
and who then resigned to re-enlist in the 
United States Army, and who subsequently 
served continuously in the United States Army 
until May of 1965, and who then went to work 
for the state in August of 1965 is entitled 
to receive prior service credit with the 
Missouri State Employees ' Retirement System 
from January 1946 until August of 1965." 

In your opinion request, it is also indicated that the 
employee in question resigned from the Highway Patrol in Febru
ary, 1946, as he was drafted into the military service. We 
further under stand that thereafter the employee served in the 



Mr. Edwin M. Bode 

military from February 22, 1946 to June, 1965, due to his con
tinuous reenlistment . We also understand that in August, 1965, 
the employee was employed by the state and has been so employed 
continuously since that time. 

The legislation pertinent to this matter, Sections 104.340.1 
and 104 . 340.2, RSMo Supp. 1975 , provides as follows: 

"l. Any member .of the system, on the first 
day of the first month following the effec
tive date of sections 104.310 to 104 . 550 , 
shall be given credit for prior service with 
the state. All such service must be estab
lished to the satisfaction of the board . 

"2. Any member, on the first day of the 
first month following the effective date of 
sections 104.310 to 104.550, shall be entitled 
to creditable prior service within the mean
ing of sections 104.310 to 104.550 for all 
active military service performed in the 
United States Army, Air Force, Navy, Marine 
Corps, Coast Guard and members of the United 
State Public Health Service when in the active 
military service, or any women's auxiliary 
thereof in time of active armed warfare, if 
such member was a state employee immediately 
prior to his entry into the armed services 
and became an employee of the state within 
ninety days after termination of such service 
under honorable conditions or release to in
active status in a reserve component of the 
armed forces. This includes (l) members of 
the reserve component of the armed forces 
(National Guard of the United States, United 
States Army Reserve, Air National Guard of 
the United States, United States Air Force 
Reserve, United States Naval Reserve, United 
States Marine Corps Reserve, United States 
Coast Guard), (2) reserve components existing 
prior and subsequent to the date of sections 
104.310 to 104.550 and (3) the Reserve of 
United States Public Health Service, while 
in the active military service of the 
United States. 11 

We believe that Attorney General Opinion No. 305, rendered 
December 13, 1972, a copy· of which we enclose, is controlling in 
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Mr. Edwin M. Bode 

this matter, both on the issue of whether the employee in ques
tion is entitled, pursuant to Section 104.340.1 , to credit for 
prior state service from January 19, 1946 until February 24, 1946, 
and on the issue whether he was entitled to credit for prior 
military service, pursuant to Section 104.340.2 for his service 
in the military from February, 1946 to June, 1965 . In that opin
ion, it was held that an employee of the state of Missouri who 
terminated such employment on July 31, 1957, then returned to 
employment by the state on ~anuary 13, 1969, and who had since 
continuously remained in such employment, was not entitled to 
service credit for his state employment prior to July 31, 1957, 
as the individual was neither employed by the state nor a mem
ber of the Missouri State Employees' Retirement System on 
September 1, 1957. The opinion noted that although the original 
Section 104.340 had been enacted in 1957 , repealed and reenacted 
in 1959, and repealed and reenacted in 1972 as the current effec
tive Section 104.340, RSMo Supp. 1975, a person had to be a mem
ber of the Missouri State Employees' Retirement System on Septem
ber 1, 1957, to receive credit for prior service with the state . 

Thus, the employee in question in this matter could not 
receive credit for his prior state service from January 19, 1946 
until February 24, 1946, as he was neither employed by the state 
nor a member of the State Employees' Retirement System on Septem
ber 1, 1957. Further, the employee in question in this matter 
is not entitled to receive credit for his prior military service 
from February, 1946 to June, 1965 , as again, the individual in 
question was not a member of the Missouri State Employees' Re
tirement System on September 1, 1957. The analysis provided 
in Attorney General Opinion No. 305 as to Section 104.340 . 1 is 
equal ly applicable to Section 104.340.2 , and therefore the 
controlling date for determining an employee ' s entitlement to 
prior military service credit is September 1, 1957 . 

CONCLUSION 

It is therefore the opinion of this office that an employee 
of the state of Mi ssouri who was employed by the Missouri State 
Hi ghway Patr ol from January 19, 1946 until February 24, 1946 , 
a nd who t hen resigned to reenlist in t he United States Army , and 
who subsequently served continuously in the United States Army 
until May of 1965 , and who went to work for the state of Mis
souri in August o f 1965 , and has continuously been employed by 
the state since that time , is not entitled to receive prior 
state or military service credit with the Missouri State 
Employees' Retirement System f r om January , 1946 until August, 1965. 

- 3 -
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The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Greg Hoffmann . 

Very truly yours, 

~~~ 
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorn~y General 

Enclosure : Op. No. 305 
12/13/72, Bode 
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LICENSES: 
NURSING HOMES: 

The Board of Nursing Home Administra
tors is required to assess and collect 
a fee of $50 prior to the examination 

of an applicant for license and the Board may not waive this fee 
when an applicant is reexamined on part of the examination. 

OPINION NO. 8 

June 6, 1977 

Fl LED 
Mr. James Walsh, Director 
Department of Social Services 
Broadway State Office Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear ?-1r. Walsh: 

g 

This is in response to the request of your predecessor for an 
official opinion of the Attorney General on a question pertaining 
to the operation of the Missouri Board of Nursing Home Administra
tors in the Department of Social Services. 

The question was raised in the Report of the State Auditor on 
his audit of the Board for the biennium ending June 30, 1976, and 
is described by the Auditor as follows: 

"In order to obtain a license the nur
sing home administrator must pass a two-part 
examination. There is a $50 fee for taking 
the exam. One part of the examination is a 
national exam purchased from a national test
ing service. The other part of the exam is a 
state exam developed by the state board. 

"If the national portion of the exam is 
not passed and is later retaken, the $50 fee 
is again assessed. If the state portion of 
the exam is not passed and is later retaken, 
no additional fee is required. The exemption 
of the fee for retaking the state portion of 
the exam may be in violation of Section 344. 
030(2), RSMo 1975 Supp." 

Section 344.030, RSMo Supp. 1975, provides in material part: 

"1. Before any person is licensed as a 
nursing home administrator in this state, he 
shall apply for a license and furnish the Mis
souri board of nursing home administrators with 
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satisfactory proof that he . . . has passed 
an examination to the satisfaction of the 
examining board .. 

"2. Upon meeting the requirements of 
subsection 1 and the payment of a fee of 
fifty dollars to the director of revenue, 
the applicant shall be examined by the Mis
souri board of nursing home administrators, 
or a committee thereof, under such rules and 
regulations as the board may determine, ... " 

It is our opinion that this statute makes imposition of a $50 
fee mandatory prior to each and every licensure examination con
ducted by or on behalf of the Missouri Board of Nursing Home Ad
ministrators. We do not believe the Board is authorized by rule 
or regulation or otherwise to designate a part of the examination 
as subject to the statutory fee and another part of the e xamina
tion under certain circumstances as exempt from the statutory fee. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the Board of Nursing 
Home Administrators is required to assess and collect a fee of $50 
prior to the examination of an applicant for license and the Board 
may not waive this fee when an applicant is ree xamined on part of 
the examination. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant , Louren R. Wood. 
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Yours very truly, 

OHNASHCR~~ 
Attorney General 



COORDINATING BOARD FOR 
HIGHER EDUCATION: 

STATE ANATOMICAL BOARD: 
REORGANIZATION ACT: 

Monies received by the State Ana
tomical Board are to be deposited 
in the state treasury. Expendi
tures are to be made by such board 
from appropriations by the General 
Assembly. 

OPINION NO. 10 

April 7, 1977 

Mrs. Virginia Young, Chairman 
Coordinating Board for Higher Education 
600 Clark Avenue 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mrs. Young: 

Fl LED 
,} .() 

This is in response to your request for an opinion on the 
question of whether the State Anatomical Board can properly 
retain exclusive custody and control of the funds it receives 
and disburses pursuant to Sections 194.120 through 194.180, RSMo 
1969, thereby avoiding the established accounting, purchasing 
and revenue systems that apply to most state agencies. 

The State Anatomical Board is comprised of "heads of depart
ments of anatomy, professors and associate professors of anatomy" 
at Missouri educational instiutions in which human anatomy is 
investigated or taught, and the principal function of the board 
is to distribute dead human bodies to the participating educa
tional institutions. Section 194.120, RSMo 1969. Section 194. 
130(2) authorizes the board to adopt its own bylaws, select its 
own officials and agents and determine their compensation. The 
funds received and disbursed by the board are described as 
follows: 

"Each educational institution accepting 
the provisions of sections 194.120 to 194. 
180 shall remit to the board a sum to be 
fixed and determined by the board; said sum 
shall be in proportion to the total number of 
students in attendance at said educational 
institutions as set forth in the affidavit 
provided for in section 194.140, or so much 
per capita for each of said students within 
sixty days after the beginning of each term. 
The funds so received shall be used in pro
viding for the expense incurred in the conduct 
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of the affairs of the board, and the board 
shall have the exclusive custody and control 
of such funds and their disbursements." 
Section 194.130(3), RSMo 1969. (Emphasis added) 

You state in your opinion request that the General Assembly 
makes no appropriation for the operation of the State Anatomical 
Board and that the board maintains a private bank account for 
the deposit and disbursement of funds it controls pursuant to 
Section 194.130(3). You also state that the latest audit of 
the Department of Higher Education contains the fol lowing comment: 

"'This practice circumvents the state account
ing, purchasing, and revenue systems and also 
apparently violates Section 30.240, RSMo, 
which states, the state treasurer shall hold 
all state monies, all deposits thereof, time 
as well as demand, and all obligations of 
the United States government in which such 
monies are placed for the benefit of the 
respective funds to which they belong and 
disburse the same as authorized by law.'" 

In addition to Section 30.240 to which the auditor has re
ferred, Article IV, Section 15 of the Missouri Constitution 
requires all state funds to be deposited in the state treasury. 
Furthermore, Section 33.080, RSMo 1969, requires public officials 
to deposit in the state treasury any monies received pursuant 
to law: 

"All fees , funds and moneys from whatso
ever source received by any department, board, 
bureau, commission , institution, official or 
agency of the state government by virtue of 
any law or rule or regulation made in accor
dance with any law, shall, by the official 
authorized to receive same , and at stated 
intervals of not more than thirty days , be 
placed in the state treasury to the credit 
of the particular purpose or fund for which 
collected, and shall be subject to appropri
ation by the general assembly for the parti
cular purpose or fund for which collected 
during the biennium in which collected and 
appropriated." 

The foregoing constitutional and statutory provisions require 
the deposit of state funds in the state treasury, under the con
trol of the state treasurer, and subject to legislative appropri
ation. These provisions appear to conflict, therefore , with 
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Section 194 . 130 , which purports to authorize the State Anatomical 
Board to retain "exclusive custody and control" of the funds it 
receives and disburses. We need not resolve this conflict, how
ever, because an entirely different question is presented when 
we consider the effect of the Omnibus State Reorganization Act 
of 1974 , Appendix B , RSMo Supp. 1975. 

Section 6 . 6 of that act transfers the State Anatomical Board 
to the Department of Higher Education by a type II transfer . A 
type II transfer is defined as follows : 

"(b) Under this act a type II transfer is 
the transfer of a department, division , agency, 
board, commission, unit, or program to the new 
department in its entirety with all the powers , 
duti es, functions, records , personnel , property, 
matters pending, and all other pertinent ves
tiges retained by the department , division , 
agency, board , commission, unit or program 
transferred subject to supervision by the di
rector of the department. Supervision by the 
director of the department under a type II 
transfer shall include, but shall be limited 
to: budgeting and reporting under subdivi
sions (4) and (5) of subsection 6 of this 
section; to abolishment of positions, other 
than division, agency, unit or program heads 
specified by statute; to the employment and 
discharge of division directors; to the employ
ment and discharge of employees , except as 
otherwise provided in this act; to allocation 
and reallocation of duties , functions and 
personnel; and to supervision of equipment 
utilization , space utilization, procurement 
of supplies and services to promote economic 
and efficient administration and operation 
of the department and of each agency within 
the department . Supervision by the director 
of the department under a type II transfer 
shall not extend to substantive matters rela
tive to policies, regulative functions or 
appeals from decisions of the transferred 
department , division , agency , board , commis
sion , unit or program, unless specifically 
provided by law. The method of appointment 
under type II transfer will remain unchanged 
unless specifically altered by this act or 
later acts. " Reorganization Act , Sec-
t ion 1. 7 (1 (b)) . 

- 3 -
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Accordingly, all the "powers, duties, functions , records , person
nel, property, matters pending, and all other pertinent vestiges " 
of the State Anatomical Board are transferred and subject to the 
super vision of the Director of the Department of Higher Education, 
i . e ., the Commissioner of Higher Education. (See Sections 1 .6 
(3) an d 6 . 2 of the Reorganization Act . ) 

Pursuant to the definition of a type II transfer, the super
vision of the commissioner of higher education includes the bud
geting and reporting responsibilities provided in Sections 1 . 6 
( 4 ) and 1 . 6(5) of the Reorganization Act. Section 1 . 6(4) vests 
in the head of the department of higher education , i . e . , the 
Coordinati ng Board of Education (see Section 6.2 , Reorganization 
Act) , the exclusive budget making powers for any "board" within 
the Department of Higher Education, which now includes the State 
Anatomical Board. The State Anatomical Board, therefore , must 
annually " pr esent its estimates of requirements " to the Coordi
nating Board for review , modification , consolidation and ulti
mately submi ssion to the General Assembly in conjunction with 
appropriation requests for the Department of Higher Education. 

To give effect to this type II transfer will sharply curtail 
the autonomy that the Anatomical Board has enjoyed since its 
inception ; essentially, we must determine whether Section 6 . 6 
of the Reorganization Act can be construed as repealing by impli 
cation that part of Section 194 . 130(3) which purported to autho
rize the Anatomical Board to retain exclusive custody and con
trol of the funds received from educational instutions and dis
bursements made by the Anatomical Board . Although repeals by 
implication are not favored, Graves v. Little Tarkio Drainage 
Dist . No . 1 , 134 S.W . 2d 70 (Mo. 1939), we have no alternative 
but to concl ude that the legislature, by providing for a type 
II tra nsfer, intended to subject the fiscal operations of the 
Anatomical Board to the supervision of one of the executive 
departments of state government . 

The stated purpose of the Reorganization Act is to improve 
accountabi l ity and to provide for the most efficient and eco
nomical operations possible in the administration of the exec
utive department of state government. Subjecting the operations 
of the State Anatomical Board to the supervision of the Depart
ment of Higher Education and ultimately to the scrut iny of the 
legis l ature through the appropriations process can be said to 
further the objectives of the Reorganization Act. It should be 
noted , however, that the primary consequence of the type II 
transfer relates to fiscal matters, employment, equipment and 
space utilization , and the procurement of supplies and services ; 
pursuant to a type II transfer, the supervision by the Department 
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of Higher Education "shall not extend to substantive matters 
relative to policies [or] r egulative functions . .. " (see 
Section 1.7(l(b)). 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that monies received by the 
State Anatomical Board are to be deposited in the state treasury . 
Expenditures are to be made by such board from appropriations by 
the Gener a l Assembly. 

Very truly yours, 

a,::;-A=~~-
Attorney General 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 

JEFFERSON CITY 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

December 30 , 1977 

Mr . Owens Lee Hull, Jr. 
Presecuting Attorney of Platte County 
P. 0 . Box B 
Platte City , Missouri 64079 

Dear Mr. Hull: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 13 

(314) 751-3321 

This letter is in response to your request asking whether 
it is lawful for a county court of a second class county to 
obtain false arrest insurance to insure against false arrest 
by the sheriff ' s deputies of that county . 

You also refer to our Opinion No . 92, dated November 14, 
1951 to Veatch , in which this office held that a county court 
has no authority to help defray the expense of a group insurance 
plan on the elected officers or employed personnel of that 
county. Such opinion was withdrawn when this office issued 
Opinion No. 93 , dated September 9 , 1969 to Cason, in which it 
was held that a school board has the authority to purchase an 
individual liability insurance policy on an employee to cover 
his negligence occurring during the normal activities of the 
school district as part of his compensation . A copy of that 
opinion is enclosed. We also .enclose Opinion No. 11, dated 
April 6 , 1971 , to Copeland wherein this office held that it 
was our view that the statutory authorization to provide 
" compensation" or " salary" for an employee includes the 
authorization to purchase insurance for an employee as a part of 
the " compensation" or "salary" of the employee. We therefore 
concluded that under Section 57.250 , RSMo , which relates to the 



Mr . Owens Lee Hull , Jr . 
Page 2 

compensation of deputy sheriffs of third and fourth class counties, 
a judge of the circuit court may in his discretion authorize 
by court order the payment of a hospitalization insurance policy 
as a part of the compensation of deputies provided for under that 
section. 

The appointment of deputies of second class counties is 
covered by Section 57 . 220 RSMo. Under that section deputies 
are appointed by the sheriff but no appointment becomes effective 
until approved by the judges of the circuit court of the county. 
The judges of the circuit court of such county by agreement with 
the sheriff fixes the salary of such deputies. Under Section 57 . 230, 
RSMo, the county court pays such deputies salaries . 

We are therefore of the view that false arrest insurance 
may be purchased for such deputies as a part of their compen
sation, pursuant to the provisions of Section 57 . 220, by agree
ment between the judges of the circuit court and the sheriff. 

Enclosures: Op. No . 93 
9/9/69, Cason 

Op . No . 11 
4/6/71, Copeland 

Very truly yours , 

C!::::;;o~~ 
Attorney General 



CREDIT UNIONS: A credit union in 
CONSUMER AFFAIRS, REGULATION, AND LICENSING: possession is not 

required to pay for 
the operating e xpense and compensation of a regular employee of 
the Division of Credit Unions who, as a part of his official du
ties, is operating the credit union in possession on behalf of 
the Director of the Division of Credit Unions. 

OPINION NO. 14 

April 27, 1977 

Mr. James Sullivan, Director 
Department of Consumer Affairs, 

Regulation, and Licensing 
505 Missouri Boulevard 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

Fl LED 

1¥ 

This answers the op1n1on request of former department direc
tor Alfred C. Sikes reading as follows: 

"Is a credit union, which the State Division 
of Credit Unions has taken charge, required 
to pay a State employee's expense and com
pensation for the time the State employee 
is serving as agent of the credit union?" 

Section 370.150.3, RSMo 1969, provides: 

"During the time the commissioner is in pos
session, or acting as receiver as hereinafter 
set forth in section 370.152, he shall have 
the power to operate the credit union through 
the agency of a qualified person, natural or 
corporate, who shall act under his supervision, 
and all expenses of the operation, including 
compensation of the agent and the employees 
of the agent, shall be paid from the credit 
union's funds." (Emphasis added) 

Under Section 4.7(1), Omnibus Reorganization Act of 1974, 
Appendix B, RSMo Supp. 1975, the Office of the Supervisor of 
Credit Unions is abolished and all of his powers, duties, and 
functions in Chapter 370, RSMo, and the powers and duties relat
ing to credit unions vested in the Commissioner of Finance in 
Chapter 370, RSMo, are transferred to the Division of Credit 
Unions under a director who has been nominated by the department 
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director of Consumer Affairs, Regulations, and Licensing and ap
pointed by the Governor with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

In response to Mr. Sikes' question, we feel it is necessary 
to first consider whether the legislature contemplated the ap
pointment of a full-time employee of the Division of Credit Unions 
to act as an agent in possession under Section 370.150.3. In 
seeking legislative inte nt, the basic rule of statutory construc
tion is to ascertain the intent from the words used in the stat
ute . In so doing, t he words should be given their plain and or
dinary meaning in order to promote the object and manifest pur
pose of the statute. State ex rel. State Highway Commission v. 
Wiggins, 454 S.W.2d 899 (Mo.Banc 1970). 

Significantly, the Director of the Division of Credit Unions 
may appoint a deputy supervisor, examiners, assistant examiners , 
.and other employees under Section 370.100.5, RSMo Supp. 1975. All 
persons appointed by the division director as authorized by Chapter 
370 shall perform the duties required of them by the director and 
"shall devote all of their time to their official duties." Section 
370.100.8, RSMo Supp. 1975. 

Under appropriate circumstances, one of the official duties 
of the division director is to take possession of the credit 
union. Section 370.150. 1, RSMo 1969 . His office obviously can 
operate the credit union without the appointment of the agent un
der Section 370.150 . 3. By virtue of Section 370.100 . 8, employees 
under him shall perform the duties he requires with regard to the 
possession. 

The plain language of Section 370.150 . 3 is that the di-
·rector of the division shall have the power to operate the credit 
union through the agency of a qualified person, natural or cor
porate, who shall act under his supervision. The legislature is 
not presumed to have attended to use superfluous or meaningless 
words in its enactments . Dodd v . Inde endence Stove & Furnace 
Co., 51 S.W.2d 114 (Mo. 1932 . Regular d1v1s1on employees are 
already acting under the supervision of the director; therefore, 
to say that Section 370.150.3 contemplates that a regular em
ployee of the division is an agent referred to in this section 
is to ignore the language "who shall act under his supervision." 

Further, this section speaks in terms of "compensation of 
the agent and the employees of the agent." Such language must 
be read in light of Section 370 .100.8 requiring e mployees of the 
division. to perform the duties assigned to them by the director 
and to devote all of their time to such duties. It is not con
templated th~t the regular employees of the division have their 

- 2-



Mr. James Sullivan 

own "employees'' for performing their official duties . To hold 
otherwise would appear to be unreasonable. 

It is important to note that there are specific instances 
where the legislature has indicated that a director may use a 
regular employee in a liquidating capac1ty . Section 361.390 , 
RSMo 1969, permits the Commissioner of Finance to: 

" . appoint one or more special deputy 
commissioners as agent or agents to assist 
him in liquidating the business and affairs 
of any corporation in his possession." 

Section 361.400, RSMo 1969 , clearly indicates that a deputy com
missioner or examiner may be appointed as a special deputy under 
Section 361.390. 

Moreover, in the instances where the legislature apparently 
intended that the compensation and expenses of a statutorily ap
pointed agent be paid from the assets of a business institution 
which is suffering financial difficulty , such intent has been ex
pressly manifested. For example, Section 369 . 349.8, RSMo Supp . 
1975, provides: 

"The director of the division of savings and 
loan supervision may appoint one or more spe
cial deputies to assist in the duties of li
quidation and distribution and may also em
ploy such special legal counsel, accountants 
and assistants as may be needed and required 
and fix their salaries and compensation sub
ject to the approval of the court . All such 
salaries and compensation and such reasonable 
and necessary expenses as may be incurred in 
the l iquidation shall be paid by the director 
of the division of savings and loan supervi
sion from the funds of the association in his 
hands . Such expenses shall include that part 
of the salary of the director of the division 
of savings and loan supervision and of his 
deputies , examiners , accountants and other 
assistants and that part of the general ex
penses of the director o f t he division of 
savings and loan supervision ' s office as 
fairly represent, in the opinion of the di
rector of the division of savings and l oan 
su ervision , the ro ortion ro erl attrib-
utable to such l1qu1dat1on . Emphas1s added) 
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Mr. James Sullivan 

See a lso Section 361. 41 0, RSMo 1969 , wi th regard to the payment 
of compensation of the deputy commissioners who are special de p
uties of the Commissioner of Finance for the purpose of liquidation . 

Of equal signi ficance is t hat under Section 4 . 7(2) , Omnibus 
Reorganization Act of 1974, Append~x D, RSMo Supp . 1975 , is the 
following language : 

" . In addition the director of the divi-
sion of credit unions shall assess the sev
eral credit unions in the state the same per
centage of estimated e xpenses to pay the costs 
of rent and other supporting services fur
nished by the state , as banks and trust com
panies are assessed by the commissioner of 
finance pursuant to section 361 .170(1) , RSMo ." 

I t is noted that in enacting this provision of the reorganization 
bill the legislature did no t adopt Section 361 . 170 . 2, RSMo 1969, 
as a part of the credit un ion law . Section 361 . 170 .2 provides for 
the charging to a corporation under the Commissione r of Finance any 
unusual expenses incurred outside the normal expenses of annual or 
special examinations . 

When al l t he statutes in the area of financial ins ti t utions 
are considered together in par i materia in an effort to ascertain 
the legislative intent , it appears to this office that the legisla
ture did not intend that the word agent in Section 370 . 150 . 3 en
compass a regular e mployee of the Division of Credit Unions . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that a credit union in pos
session is not required to pay for the operating expense and com
pensation of a r egular employee of the Division of Credit Unions 
who , as a part of his offici al duties, is operating the credit 
union in posssession on behalf of the Director of the Division of 
Credit Unions . 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant , Terry C. Allen . 

Yours very truly , 

-
Attorney General 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

ATTOUNJ<)Y GJ<)Nll<JUAL OU." ~1{][§§0UliU 

JEFJ.'}~HSOX CITY 

February 2 ; 19 7 7 

OPINION LETTER NO. 15 

Robert H. Daugherty, Acting Director 
Department of Consumer Affairs, 

Regulation and Licensing 
505 Missouri Boulevard 
Jefferson. City, Missouri .651~~ 

Dear Mr. Daug~erty: 

13141751-3321 

This is in response to a request of your predecessor for 
an opinion for the director of the ·Division 'of Credit Unions 
concerning the proper handling of an account in an ongoing 
credit union of a deceased member. We understand that a credit 
union has paid such an account to the director of credit unions. 
We find that the director of credit unions is not the proper 
person to receive this account since he has no statutory respon
sibilities with respect to the unclaimed accounts of an ongoing 
credit union. Specifically, Section 361.200, RSMo, which pro
vides that the director shall hold the accounts of unlocated 
shareholders of liquidated credit unions does not apply since 
the credit union in question is an ongoing institution. 

Therefore, the money held by the director which he received 
from the credit union should be returned to the credit union. 

yours, 

Attorney General 

• 



February 1, 1977 

Mr. Kenneth Karch 
Deputy Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
1014 Madison Street 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Hr. Karch: 

OPI NI ON LETTr:R NO. 16 
Answer by Letter - Lindholm 

Fl LED 

/~ 

This is in response to a request by the former Director of 
the Department of Natural Resources for a l e tter opinion concern
ing whether binding assurances can be given by the State of Mis
souri for repayment of nonfederal water supp ly costs in federal 
reservoirs pursuant to Chapt e r 256, RSMo 1969. 

Based on our earlier conve r sations , I understand your ques
tion to be directed to the authority of the state to give such 
assurances in anticipation that it will soon be r equested to 
do so with r e lation to several proposed federal water projects 
within the state. 

In order to answer t his question it becomes necessar y to 
determine what is meant by assurances . For if by "assurances" 
one means merely a prognostication of futur e events by the state, 
which creates no liability for the state if its forecast pr oves 
incorrect, the answer would diffe r from that whi ch we must give 
if "assurances " is interpret ed to create a binding obligation, 
a liability, should the needs forecast in t he assurances, and 
the consequent r evenues from local water users to pay nonfeder a l 
costs, not materialize, and the state the r eby become liab le to 
pay these costs • 

Under Section 256 .300, RSMo 1969, it i s clear that the 
legislature inte nded that t he state shoul d have the authority 
to give "reasonab l e assurances .. in connection with f ederal proj
ects constructed under the federal laws r efer enced in Section 



Mr . Kenneth Karch , Deputy Dir e ctor 

256. 290, RSl'1o 1969. Section 256. 300, pertaining to the old 
abolished water resources board (whose duties have been passed 
to the Department of Natura l Resources by Section 10.3 of t he 
recent Reor ganization Act, Appendix B, RSMo Supp. 1975.) , reads 
as follows. 

"The water r esources board is authorized 
to make reasonabl e assurance that demands 
for use will be made within a period of time 
to permit payment of costs allocated to water 
supply with in the life of t he project, and 
upon rece i pt of specific appropriations from 
the fund may enter into contract with the 
appropriate federal departments for purposes 
of discharging nonfederal r esponsi b lities 
relating to municipal and industrial water 
supply storage as permitted by app licable 
federal l egislation on wate r r e source proj
ects and, in so doing , shall consider the 
projected water needs of t he are a that can 
be served by t he project and shall also con
s i der the ability of future users to r eimburse 
any investment of funds that may be made by 
this state. " 

The fund from wh ich this section anticipa t es future app ro
priations is the water development fund established under the 
terms of Section 256 . 290, RSMo , which reads as follows : 

"The general assembl y of Mi ssouri may 
transfer money from the general r e venue fund 
to the 'Missouri Water Development Fund', which 
is hereby created, and may appropriate money 
from the fund for the purposes of purchasing 
municipal and industrial water supp ly storage 
in public works projects as permitted by the 
Water Supply Act of 1958, P . L. 85-500 , 85th 
Congress, as ame nded by the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act amendments of 1961, 
P.L. 87-88 , 87th Congress and by P.L. 534, 
78th Congress (5 8 statutes at large, C 665) 
or under other applicable federal l egisla
tion , or to purchase municipal and industrial 
water supply storage in works constructed with 
federal assistance under authority of the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act, P.L. 566, 83rd Congress , as amended by 
P . L. 1018, 84th Congress , or under other appli
cab l e fede ral legislation . The fund shall be 
a continuing fund and as such shall be e xempt 
from the provi s ions of section 33. 080 , RSMo. " 
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A thorough search fails to reveal any cases construing the 
provisions of these two sections pertaining to assurances. How
ever, a careful reading of the two sections ind icates that the 
legislature carefully separated the matter of assurances from 
binding contracts based on specific appropriations from the fund. 
It stated in Section 256.300 that assurances, apparently merely 
predictive, could be made without appropriation , but that con
tracts to discharge nonfederal water supp ly storage responsibil
ities could be made only upon receipt of appropriations from the 
water development fund . Similarly, Section 256.290 clearly 
indicates that any funds expended for purchases of water storage 
be by appropriation. The clear implication of t h is separation 
is that the legislature inte nded that the assurances only be 
the state ' s best estimates or forecast of demands, and that the 
state could enter into binding contracts only pursuant to spe
cific appropriations from ru1d limited by the water development 
fund, and not by t he general assurances without specific project 
appropriations . 

In conclusion, it is t he opinion of this office that while 
the Clean Water Commission may make nonbinding assurances which 
merely predict future water supply needs and uses, these assur
ances cannot, under the provisions of Chapter 256, RSt-1o 1969 , 
bind the State of Missouri to repay nonfederal water supp l y costs 
connected with federal water r eservoirs. 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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August 25, 1977 

Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 
Secretary of State 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Nr. Kirkpatrick: 

OPINION LETTER NO . 17 
Answer by letter - Allen 

----
FILED I 

1/11 

This letter is in response to your opinion request asking: 

"1. Does the Secretary of State have the au
thority, and is he obligated, under section 
446.180 F~Mo, to issue a corrected patent 
upon the proofs outlined in the statute being 
presented to him? 

"2. Considering the proofs presented and at
tached hereto as exhibits, can and should the 
Secretary of State issue a patent correcting 
the original patent to one c. F. Holly? What 
form should the corrected patent take. Should 
it be filed for record, and if so, in what 
location?" 

You have enclosed various exhibits for our examination. This 
office previously issued Opinion No . 89 dated January 3, 1951, to 
Walter H. Toberman, the then Secretary of State, in which we con 
cluded that the Secretary of State may issue a corrected patent f or 
land in cases in which the land was erroneously described in the 
original patent from the state after a proper showing is made . A 
copy of that opinion is attached, and you will note that it goes 
into some detail as to the procedure to be followed . 

Having examined the file in this case, it is our view that the 
records furnished to us indicate that the original land patent 
issued to C. F. Holly was in error in that it granted s a id C. F. 
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Holly and his heirs the Southwest Quarter (SW~) of Section 18, 
Township 60, Range 30, purportedly containing eight-five and six
teen hundredths (85.16) acres for a consideration of one hundred 
six dollars and four cents ($106.04), whereas the grant should have 
been for the West half (W%) of the Southwest Quarter (SW~) of Sec
tion 18, Township 64, Range 30. We also note that there was a 
slight error in the patent issued with respect to the amount of t he 
consideration in that the amount computed at the required one 
dollar and twenty-five cents ($1.25) per acre for the acreage 
recited should have been one hundred six dollars and forty-five 
cents ($106.45) and not one hundred six dollars and four cents 
($106.04). It would be impractical to attempt to resolve any 
questions raised by this deficiency. 

We have examined the copies of the documents which you for
warded to us, and it is our view that the corrected patent should 
be issued pursuant to Section 446.180, RSMo 1969, because the per
sons making application for the issuance of a corrected patent have 
met the conditions and requirements of said section. Based on an 
abstract of title, prepared and sworn to by Edward M. Manring , at
torney at law, Albany, Missouri, said applicants have acquired t he 
title to the property from C. F. Holly, original patentee, by mesne 
conveyances as required by Section 446.180. 

We have further concluded that the corrected patent should 
issue to C. F. Holly and his heirs and assigns. This is consistent 
with Opinion No. 89 dated May 12, 1953 to Walter h . Toberman, 
wherein it is the view of this office that corrected patents may be 
issued to the original patentee when the land under the patent has 
been subsequently divided into several parcels. A copy of that 
opinion is attached for your information. 

We have enclosed the corrected patent which requires execution 
as indicated and transmission to the attorney for the applicants. 
You shoul d retain a duplicate for your fi l es . We a ssume you have 
the original documentary proof supplied by the applicants under 
Section 446.180 . 

Enclosures 
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Yours very truly, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



CRIMINAL LAW: 
LOTTERIES : 
GAMBLING : 

(1) Section 563 . 374, RSMo 1969 would 
not prohibit the printing of adver
tisements or other promotional mate
rial in Missouri for use in consumer 

sweepstakes conducted outside this state when the printed material 
is shipped directly to the out-of-state locations. (2) Section 
563.430, RSMo 1969 and Section 563.440 , RSMo 1969 do not apply 
to or prohibit the printing of advertisements or promotional 
material in Missouri for use in consumer sweepstakes conducted 
outside the state when the printed material is shipped directly 
to the out-of-state locations. 

OPINION NO . 20 

January 14, 1977 

Honorable James F . Conway 
Missouri Senate, District 6 
c/o Senate Post Office 
State Capitol 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Senator Conway: 

F l L E 0 

:20 

This is in reply to your request for an opinion of this 
office concerning the applicability of Section 563.374 , RSMo 1969, 
Section 563.430, RSMo 1969, and Section 563.440, RSMo 1969 , to 
advertisements and other promotional material for a consumer 
sweepstakes printed in Missouri but shipped out of the state for 
use elsewhere . Your specific questions in this regard are as 
follows: 

" 1. First, would the printing of these materials 
violate Section 563.374, R.S.Mo . , which provides, 
in part, that any person 'who shall sell , store, 
possess or transport except in interstate com
merce any . . . lottery tickets . • . or any 
other evidence of transactions incident to a lot
tery ... shall be deemed guilty of a misde
meanor . . . ' ? 

" 2. Section 563.430 seems to prohibit the adver
tisement of a lottery by any medium printed or 
circulated in Missouri, whether o r not the lot
tery will be conducted in Missouri. We would 
like your opinion as to whether this section 
{or any other provisions of Missouri law) pro-
hibi t the printing of advertisements for an 



Honorable James F. Conway 

out-of-state lottery, if the advertisements 
are neither circulated nor published in 
Missouri. 

"3 . Moreover, does the assessment of a fine 
under Section 563 .440 against any person who 
'shall advertise or cause to be advertised for 
sale , or who shall print or publish an adver
tisement, or shall aid or assist, or be in 
anywise concerned in the sale or exposure of 
the sale of any lottery ticket or tickets . . 
within this state or elsewhere ... ' apply 
to the transaction above described? 

"4. Lastly, if in your opinion the cited stat
utes do prohibit the transactions described 
can such statutes constitutionally be applied 
to prohibit the transactions herein described 
or would such an application be an unconstitu
tional abridgement of interstate commerce?" 

As background to the above inquiries you have informed us 
as follows : 

"A nationally known Missouri corporation 
in connection with the promotion of its na
tionally known product, from time to time 
conducts consumer sweepstakes in states other 
than Missouri permitting such consumer games. 
We are assuming for purposes of this request 
that the sweepstakes would not be permitted 
in the State of Missouri. The company does 
not intend to advertise or conduct the sweep
stakes in Missouri or other states where not 
permitted by local law. The company has 
obtained a favorable opinion from the federal 
postal authorities that the sweepstakes does 
not violate federal lottery laws. 

"The corporation would prefer to employ 
Missouri printers to print advertising and 
other promotional material used in connection 
with the sweepstakes, if that can be done with
out violating Missouri law. The materials 
could , if necessary, be shipped directly by 
the printers in sealed containers to the out
of- state locations where such materials would 
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be used. We would appreciate an expression 
of opinion from your office concerning whether 
printing within Missouri of these advertise
ments and lottery promotional material for use 
outside the State of Missouri would violate the 
Missouri statutes that forbid sale, possession, 
or transportation of gaming devices and the 
sale or advertisement of the sale of lottery 
tickets. 11 

Section 563.374 provides as follows: 

"Every person who shall sell, store , pos
sess or transport except in interstate com
merce any punchboard, slot machine, lottery 
ticket, roulette wheel, policy slip, book, 
list of numbers or any other evidence of trans
actions incident to a lottery , or any other 
gambling device , equipment or article, shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor. All such 
equipment , devices and articles are hereby 
declared contraband and may be seized by any 
peace officer to be disposed of as herein 
provided. " 

... 
In Opinion No . 5 issued to Harold Bamburg on August 15, 1952, 

this office interpreted the provisions of the above statute in a 
factual context very similar to the one presented in your opinion 
request. The opinion stated that the selling, storing , possession 
and transportation in interstate commerce of any article incident 
to a lottery was not prohibited by Section 563.374. We believe 
that the reasoning of that opinion is equally applicable to the 
fact situation described in your request, and we conclude that 
Section 563 . 374 would not prohibit the printing of advertise
ments or other promotional material in Missouri for use in con
sumer sweepstakes conducted outside the state when the printed 
material is shipped directly to the out-of -state locations. 

This office has a lso examined Sections 563.430 and 563 . 440 
to determine their applicability to this fact situation. 

Section 563.430 provides as follows: 

"If any person shall make or establish , 
or aid or assist in making o r establishing, 
any lottery, gift enterprise, policy or scheme 
of drawing in the nature of a lottery as a 
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bus iness or avocation in this state , or s h a l l 
advertise or make public , or cause to be adver
tis ed or made public, by means of any newspaper , 
pamphlet , circ ular , or o t her written or p r inted 
not ice thereof , printed or circulated in this 
state, any such l ottery , gift enterprise , pol
icy or s cheme or drawing i n the nature of a 
lot tery , whether the same is being o r is t o 
be conducted , held or drawn wi thin or without 
thi s state , he shall be deemed g u i lty of a 
fe l o ny , a nd , upon conviction , shall be punished 
by impr isonment in the penitent iary f or not 
les s than two nor mor e than five year s , o r by 
impri s onment i n the county j a i l or wor khouse 
f or not less t han six nor more than twelve 
months , prov ided , however , that this section 
sha ll a pply o n ly where there i s con s i der a tio n 
in the f orm of money , or its equivalent , p a id 
to or received by the person awarding the 
pri ze . " 

Se ction 563 . 440 p r ovides as fo l lows : 

"Any person who s hal l sel l o r expose to 
sale , or cause to be sold or e xposed to s a le , 
o r s hall keep o n hand for the p urpose of sale , 
o r s hall advertise o r cause to be advertised 
for sale, or who shall print or publish an 
adverti sement, or shall aid or assist, or be 
in any wise conce rned in the sale or exposure 
to sale of any lottery ticket or ticke ts, or 
any share o r part of any lottery ticket in 
any l o tte ry, or device in the nature of a 
lotte ry wi thin this state or elsewhere and 
shall be convi c ted the reof in any court of 
compe tent jurisdiction , shall, f o r each and 
every offense, f orfeit and pay a s um not 
exceeding one thousand dollars." 

The primary r ule of construction in r e gard to criminal stat
utes is that they are to be construed strictly and given no broader 
application than is warranted by thei r p ].ain and unambiguous terms. 
State v. Raccagno, 530 S.W.2d 699 (Mo. ' 1975)' ; State v . Alderman, 
500 S . W.2d 35 (Mo.Ct.App. at Spr . 1973); State v. Wi l bur, 462 
S.W.2d 653 (Mo . 1971). 

As a consequence of the above guidelines , the rule has devel
oped that a criminal statute should not be construed to include 
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individuals other than those specifically enumerated in the law . 
This rule was set out in State v. Hall , 351 S.W . 2d 460 (K.C .Mo. 
App. 1961), when the court stated: 

" ... A criminal statute is not to be held 
to include offenses or persons other than 
those which are clearly described and provided 
for both within the spirit and letter of the 
statute, .. • " Id . at 463. 

See State v . McClary, 399 S.W . 2d 597 (K . C.Mo.App . 1966). 

An analysis of Section 563.430, RSMo, leads us to the con
clusion that it applies to making , establishing, advertising, etc ., 
lotteries in the state of Missouri whether the lottery is conducted 
within Missouri or outside this state. For instance , it would be 
i llegal to advertise in Missouri a lottery conducted in another 
state, even if the lottery was legal in the other jurisdiction . 
However , we do not believe that the terms of the statute would 
prohibit the manufacture of articles relating to a consumer 
sweepstakes conducted outside Missouri when the articles are 
shipped directly in interstate commerce after their manufacture , 
and not used within this state for any purpose. 

Section 563 .440, RSMo, prohibits selling, advertising for 
sale, etc., any lottery ticket or device in the nature of a lottery, 
whether the lottery is conducted in this state or elsewhere . And, 
although this section differs from Section 563.430 in that it con
tains the phrase " ... or who shall print or publish an adver
tisement .. . ",we do not believe that this proviso in Section 
563.440 would prohibit the printing of advertisements or other 
promotional material for a consumer sweepstakes conducted outside 
Missouri when the material is shipped directly in interstate 
commerce after it is printed , and not used in this state for any 
purpose . 

The terms "print" and "printed" have been inter preted in a 
variety of ways by the Missouri Supreme Court. For instance, 
in the case of In re Publishing Docket in Local Newspaper , 187 
s.w. 1174 (Mo. Bane 1915), the court held the word "print " in 
a statute relating to the Supreme Court docket to mean the making 
of an impression with inked type . In reaching this result, the 
court distinguished the meaning of the term "print" from that 
of the word "publish" , and concluded that under the provisions 
of the statute in question, it was not necessary to publish the 
docket in a local newspaper. Likewise, in the case of Ackerman 
v. Globe-Democrat Publishing Company , 368 S.W.2d 469 (Mo. 1963), 
the court distinguished the term "print" from the term "publish" 
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as it was used in the context of that case . However , in the case 
of In re Publication of Docket of Supreme Court, 232 S .W. 454 
(Mo. Bane 1921), the court comp l etely reversed its decision in 
In re Publishing Docket in Local Newspaper, supra, and adopted 
the dissenting opinion from the latter case as the holding of the 
court . In effect , the court in In re Publication of Docket of 
Supreme Court , supra, held that the word "print" was susceptible 
to a variety of meanings, and in the context of its use in the 
statute relating to the Supreme Court docket , the term included 
the publication of the docket in a local newspaper. The positions 
taken by the court with respect to the meaning of the word "print" 
clearly show that the term has a variety of meanings depending 
upon the context in which it is used . See In re Publication of 
Docket of Supreme Court, supra; State ex rel. Page v. Vossbrinck, 
257 S . W.2d 208 (St.L . Ct .App. 1953). 

It seems clear that the purpose of Section 563.440 is to 
prevent a person from selling or advertising for sale in Missouri 
lottery tickets or devices in the nature of a lottery whether the 
lottery itself takes place in this state or elsewhere. The statute 
anticipates affirmative action in this state for the purpose of 
promoting a lottery. This interpretation of the legislature's 
intent with respect to Section 563.440 is bolstered by both the 
exception contained in Section 563.374, RSMo, allowing individuals 
to sell, store , possess or transport gambling devices, articles , 
etc. , in interstate commerce, and the use of the term print in 
conjunction with the term publish in Section 563.440. Therefore , 
we conclude that in the context of Section 563 .440 the term "print" 
must mean more than merely making an impression with inked type. 
We believe that the term "print" as used in the phrase " ... 
print or publish an advertisement .. . " refers to the printing, 
and the dissemination of that material in this state for the 
purpose of advertising lottery tickets or any device in the nature 
of a lottery. Consequently , we do not believe that this statute 
would prohibit the printing of advertisements or other promotional 
material for a consumer sweepstakes conducted outside Missouri 
where the material is shipped directly in interstate commerce 
after it is printed , and not used in this state for any purpose . 

In light of our conclusions with respect to Sections 563 . 374, 
563 . 430, and 563.440, we find it unnecessary to respond to the 
fourth question presented in your opinion request. 

CONCLUSION 

It is , therefore, the opinion of this office that: 
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(1) Section 563 . 374, RSMo 1969 would not prohibit the print
ing of advertisements or other promotional material in Missouri 
for use in consumer sweepstakes conducted outside this state when 
the printed material is shipped directly to the out-of-state 
locations. 

(2) Section 563 . 430, RSMo 1969 and Section 563 . 440 , RSMo 
1969 do not apply to or prohibit the printing of advertisements 
or promotional material in Missouri for use in consumer sweep
stakes conducted outside the state when the printed material 
is shipped directly to the out-of-state locations . 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, William F. Arnet . 

Very truly yours, 

!l::;;c~~ 
Enclosur e : Op . No . 5 

8- 14-52 , Bamburg 

Attorney General 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

January 21, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 22 

Mr. Wm. Kenneth Carnes, Director 
Department of Public Safety 
P. 0. Box 749 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Carnes: 

This is in response to the request by your predecessor for 
an opinion of this office on the following question: 

"Whether the Adjutant General may reimburse 
the 11nited States Government for the value 
of , litary property, lost damaged or de
str• :d, from appropriated funds (MO) avail
able to the Adjutant General, or whether 
sucl1 reimbursement requires a specific ap
propriation by the General Assembly?" 

The answer to your question necessitates, as a preliminary 
matter, an analysis of the legal relationship which exists be
tween the United States Government and the Adjutant General of 
Missouri with respect to the military property issued to the 
Missouri National Guard. We assume that any military property 
to which you refer is property contemplated by 32 U.S.C. § 710 
and National Guard Regulation 735-11, paragraph 1-11. We fur
thermore assume that the Adjutant General of Missouri has ac
knowledged receipt of all military property issued to the Mis
souri National Guard by the United States Government pursuant 

(314) 751·3321 

to the provisions in Title 32 of the United States Code which 
provides the conditions upon which the property is issued. 
Therefore, we assume that the Missouri National Guard, through 
the Adjutant General of Missouri, has received the property with 
the knowledge of the conditions upon which it was issued and 
thus is contractually bound with the United States Government 
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to account for that property pursuant to 32 U.S.C. § 710 and 
National Guard Regulation 735-11. 

The law in this state has recognized the principle that 
when a state enters into a validly authorized contract it binds 
itself to the performance of that contract just as any private 
citizen would do by so contracting and cannot invoke any privi
lege of sovereign immunity. V. S. DiCarlo Construction Company, 
Incorporated v. State, 485 S.W.2d 52 (Mo. 1972). See also Sec
tion 490.460, RSMo 1969. We believe, therefore, that the Mis
souri National Guard cannot be excused from the performance of 
any contractual obligations it has assumed simply because it is 
an arm of the state government. Accordingly, unless the state 
of Missouri can assert a valid defense under the law of con
tracts, it is bound to reimburse the United States Government 
for the value of military property under the terms and condi
tions upon which the property was received and acknowledged by 
the Adjutant General. 

Your specific question dealing with the specificity of ap
propriations from which funds may be spent to reimburse the 
United States Government for this lost, damaged, or destroyed 
military property requires an analysis of the specific appro
priations for the fiscal year for which such payments are to be 
made. In this regard, it is clear that every appropriation must 
specify distinctly the purpose for which moneys are to expended. 
State ex inf. Danforth v. Merrell, 530 S.W.2d 209 (Mo.Banc 1975). 
The Missouri General Assembly has a duty to fix the purpose for 
each appropriation and moneys cannot be paid out except as for 
the purpose fixed. Article IV, Sections 23 and 28, Constitution 
of Missouri; Nacy v. LePage, 111 S.W.2d 25, 26 (Mo. 1937); 
State ex rel. Cason v. Bond, 495 S.W.2d 385 (Mo.Banc 1973). 

We believe that an appropriation to reimburse the United 
States Government for the val\-].e of military property lost, dam
aged, or destroyed must be specific to the extent that there is 
a clear legislative intent seen in the appropriation legislation 
which identifies the appropriated funds for the purpose of reim
bursement to the United States Government for such property. 

It is our view that the Adjutant General may reimburse the 
United States Government for the value of military property re
ceived by the state of Missouri under 32 U.S.C. § 710 and which 
is lost, damaged, or destroyed if there is an appropriation 
which provides for payment to the federal goverment for military 
property lost, damaged, or destroyed. 
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Yours very truly, 

/".""" ~~~~- ~~~·{A_c,Po~r-:sft 
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ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



CONSTITUTIONAL LAW: 
COMMON PLEAS CLERKS : 

Honorable Bradshaw Smith 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Cape Girardeau County 
P. 0. Box 552 

The office of clerk of the Cape 
Girardeau Court of Common Pleas 
will be abolished as of January 2, 
1979, when Article v, Section 27, 
Missouri Constitution, becomes 
effective. 

May 18, 1977 

OPINION NO. 23 

Fl LED 
c:<~ 

Cape Girardeau, Missouri 63701 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

This is in response to a request by your predecessor for an 
opinion from this office as follows: 

"By virtue of the adoption of the Judicial 
Reform Amendment on August 3, 1976 (Article 
V, Section 27 of the Missouri Constitution) 
will there be an office of the Clerk of the 
Common Pleas Court for Cape Girardeau County 
on January 2, 1979? If so, will such posi
tion be appointive or elective? 

"The fact giving rise to this question is 
that the Judicial Reform Act of 1976 (Mis
souri Constitution, Article V, Section 27) 
transfers the jurisdiction of all Courts of 
Common Pleas to the Circuit Court as a di
vision of the Circuit Court. {Section 27 
l.C.) Section 478.710 of the Revised Stat
utes of Missouri provides for a second di
vision Circuit Judge of Bollinger and Cape 
Girardeau Counties. Section 480.010 pro
vides for a Court of Common Pleas for Cape 
Girardeau County. Section 480.110 desig
nates the Judge of the 32nd Judicial Cir
cuit to be the Judge of the Cape Girardeau 
Court of Common Pleas. Section 483.420 of 
the Revised Statutes of Missouri provides 
that the Clerk of the Common Pleas Court 
shall possess the same qualifications as 
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the Clerk of the Circuit Court and shall 
be elected every four years by the qual
ified voters of Cape Girardeau County. 
Article V, Section 27 C of the Constitution 
makes provision for the election of the Clerk 
of the Hannibal Court of Common Pleas but 
does not make reference to the procedure 
for the election of the Clerk of the Cape 
Girardeau Court of Common Pleas. 

"By January 1, 1977, the current Clerk of 
the Common Pleas Court, Jimmy Joe Below, 
will resign that position in order to be 
sworn in as the Sheriff of Cape Girardeau 
County, having been elected to that post on 
November 2 , 1976. Mr. Below will be leav
ing the office and an unexpired term of 
two more years. The question presented is 
what happens to the office and what is the 
procedure for filling such office should 
it exist upon the effective date of the 
Judicial Reform Article on January 2, 1979." 

Article V, Section 27, Missouri Constitution, as adopted by 
the special election on August 3, 1976, and which , except as 
otherwise provided in this article, becomes effective on January 2, 
1979, provides in part as follows: 

"2. All magistrate courts , probate courts, 
courts of common pleas, the St. Louis court 
of criminal correction, and municipal cor
poration courts shall continue to exist un
til the effective date of this article at 
which time said courts shall cease to exist. 

" 

Under this constitutional provision, on the effective date of 
this article, courts of common pleas cease to exist. 

Section 27, subdivision 2 c, provides in part as follows: 

"c. The jurisdiction of St. Louis court 
of criminal correction and all courts of 
common pleas shall be transferred to the 
circuit court for the respective circuit 
and such courts shall become divisions of 
the circuit court. The provisions of law 
relating to practice and procedure of the 
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courts of common pleas shall, until other
wise changed by law, remain in effect and 
the provision of law relating to practice, 
procedure, venue, jurisdiction, selection 
of jurors, election of clerk and provisions 
for deputies and all other provisions of 
law relating to the Hannibal Court of Com
mon Pleas shall until otherwise changed by 
law, remain in effect as to such division of 
the Marion county circuit court and said 
division shall be known as division number 
2 of the Marion county circuit court instead 
of the Hannibal Court of Common Pleas.n 

Under this constitutional provision, jurisdiction of all courts 
of common pleas is transferred to the circuit court for the re
spective circuit and such courts shall become divisions of the 
circuit court; and the provisions of law relating to practice 
and procedure of the courts of common pleas shall, unless other
wise changed by law, remain in effect. The provision of law 
relating to practice, procedure, venue, jurisdiction, selection 
of jurors, election of clerk, and provisions for deputies and 
all other provisions of law relating to the Hannibal Court of 
Common Pleas shall remain in effect as to such division of the 
Marion County Circuit Court unless otherwise changed by law and 
shall be known as Division No. 2 of the Marion County Circuit 
Court instead of the Hannibal Court of Common Pleas. 

Section 483.445, RSMo, providing for the election of a clerk 
of the Hannibal Court of Common Pleas is expressly retained. 

Section 27, subdivision 4 b, provides as follows: 

11 b. On the effective date of this article, 
judges of the St. Louis court of criminal cor
rection and judges of the courts of common 
pleas shall become circuit judges and be en
titled to the compensation of circuit judges 
and shall have the same power and jurisdic
tion as circuit judges." 

Under the above-constitutional provision, judges of courts of 
common pleas become circuit judges and have the same power and 
jurisdiction as circuit judges. 

Section 483.420, RSMo 1969, provides for the election of a 
clerk of the Cape Girardeau Court of Common Pleas for a term of 
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four years who shall possess the same qualifications as the clerk 
of the Circuit Court of Cape Girardeau County. 

The question you have submitted is what happens to the of
fice of the clerk of Cape Girardeau Court of Common Pleas when 
this constitutional provision, which abolishes the court of com
mon pleas, becomes effective January 2, 1979. 

Section 27, subdivision 10 a 1, provides that until other
wise provided by law, circuit clerks in each circuit and county 
shall be selected in the same manner as provided by law on the 
effective date of this article except in counties having a charter 
form of government in which the clerk shall be elected in the man
ner provided for by the charter. 

Section 27, subdivision 10 a 2, provides that upon the ex
piration of the terms of the office of the clerk of the Circuit 
Court for Criminal Causes of the City of St. Louis and of the 
St. Louis Court of Criminal Corrections, the offices of such 
clerks cease to exist and thereafter the clerk of the Circuit 
Court of the City of St. Louis shall have and perform the powers 
and duties and serve all divisions of the circuit court. 

Section 27, subdivision 10 a 3, provides that there shall 
continue to be an office of circuit clerk in each county of the 
circuit until otherwise changed by law. There is no provision 
or mention made of the clerk of the Cape Girardeau Court of Com
mon Pleas, although all other court clerks are expressly retained 
or abolished, so the question is whether that office is abolished 
on the effective date of this constitutional amendment which is 
January 2, 1979. When the Cape Girardeau Court of Common Pleas 
is abolished, the clerk of the common pleas court will have no 
statutory duties to perform. 

We have been unable to find any court decisions that are 
in point on this question. 

City of St. Louis v. Whitley, 283 S.W.2d 490 (Mo. 1955), 
was a suit to recover public funds that had been paid public em
ployees for services they did not render and did not intend to 
render when they were employed. In discussing this matter, the 
court stated, l.c. 493: 

"Public officials are entitled to the 
compensation incident to the offices to 
which they are elected or appointed; and 
it may be that they are entitled to the 
emoluments of the offices even though they 
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perform no services. 4 McQuillin, Munici
pal Corporations, Sec. 12.200; Bartholomew 
v. Town of Springdale, 91 Wash. 408, 157 
P. 1090, Ann.Cas.l918B, p. 435; 62 C.J.S., 
Municipal Corporations, §§ 523, 526, pp. 974, 
977. But this rule and the public policy 
upon which it is based does not affect and 
is not to be confused with the equally and 
obviously well-established principle that 
public funds are trust funds, Lamar Township 
v. City of Lemar [sic], supra, and public 
officers entrusted with their expenditure 
are trustees of all such funds. State v. 
Weatherby, 344 Mo. 848, 129 S.W.2d 887, 891; 
State v. Young, 134 Iowa 505, 110 N.W. 292, 
13 Ann.Cas. 351. A fortiori, it is indeed 
a plainer fundamental, which the office is 
a sham and no services have been performed, 
that the payment or acceptance of payment 
from such trust funds is 'an unfaithful dis
charge of duty'. Maryland Casualty Co. v. 
Kansas City, 8 Cir., 128 F.2d 998, 1003; 4 
McQuillin, Municipal Corporations, Sec. 
12.217. . • " 

In State ex rel. Sanders v. Cervantes, 480 S.W.2d 888 (Mo. 
Bane 1972), the court held: 

" . that a provision for insurance bene-
fits to dependents of police officers and 
life insurance for retired officers and 
employees violated Article VI, Section 25, 
supra, because those persons were not to 
perform any services in exchange for newly 
projected benefits •• •. " (State ex rel. 
Dreer v. Public School Retirement System of 
City of St. Louis, 519 S.W.2d 290, 298 (Mo. 
1975)) 

Applying the principle of the law, as enunciated in the above 
cases, that, although the statute which provides for an office of 
clerk of the Cape Girardeau Court of Common Pleas is not expressly 
abolished, due to the fact that the court of common pleas will be 
abolished when the constitutional amendment becomes effective and 
due to that fact the clerk of the court of common pleas will have 
no statutory duties to perform, it is our view that the office of 
the clerk of the Cape Girardeau Court of Common Pleas will be abol
ished and cease to exist on January 2, 1979, when the constitutional 
provision becones effective. It is our view that all the jurisdiction 
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and authority of the Cape Girardeau Court of Common Pleas will be 
transferred to the circuit court of that county on the effective 
date of this article and all the duties of the clerk of the Cape 
Girardeau Court of Common Pleas are to be performed by the clerk 
of the circuit court of Cape Girardeau County. It is our view that 
when all the duties of a public official cease to exist the office 
is abolished. 

In State ex rel. Vossbrink v. Carpenter, 388 S.W.2d 823 
(Mo.Banc 1965}, the court held that the county superintendent of 
the schools who had been granted a salary for his services of su
pervisor of school transportation was entitled to such salary even 
though there were no busses which he was authorized to inspect in 
his county. The holding in this case is to be distinguished from 
the holding made herein due to the fact that the county superin
tendent had duties to perform other than supervising school 
transportation. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the office of clerk 
of the Cape Girardeau Court of Common Pleas will be abolished 
as of January 2, 1979, when Article V, Section 27, t-lissouri 
Constitution, becomes effective. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Moody t-1ansur. 

Yours very truly, 

Attorney General 
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.9fttin~u;y/ :!fo:ne:ra~o/ J~oto'r/ 
JEFFERSON CITY (314) 751-3321 

.JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

September 27, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 25 

Mr. James F. Walsh, Director 
Department of Social Services 
Broadway State Office Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Walsh: 

Your predecessor requested our opinion on the question 
whether a state-owned vehicle operated by officers or employees 
of the Division of Corrections to apprehend escapees or to trans
mit sick or injured inmates to hospitals can be considered an 
emergency vehicle so as to permit the use of red lights or sirens 
thereon. 

Section 304.022.3(1), RSMo Supp. 1975, sets forth the rules 
of the road for "emergency vehicles 11

, and therein defines the 
term. The definition includes the following: 

"A vehicle operated as an ambulance, or 
a vehicle operated by the state highway patrol, 
police or fire department, sheriff, constable 
or deputy sheriff, traffic officer, or coroner;" 

The driver of an emergency vehicle " ... shall 
the siren thereon or have the front red lights . . . 
when said vehicle is responding to an emergency call 
§304.022.4(1), RSMo Supp. 1975. 

not sound 
on except 

II 

Webster's New International Dictionary includes in its defi
nition of the word ambulance: "A vehicle equipped for transporting 
those who are wounded, injured, or sick." 
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A definition of the word ambulance as found in Section 
190.100(1), RSMo Supp. 1975, reads in part as follows: 

"[A]ny privately or publicly owned motor 
vehicle that is specially designed or con
structed and equipped and is intended to be 
used for and is maintained or operated for 
the tran~portation of patients, •.• " 

However, such definition is not applicable to motor vehicles 
owned by the state of Missouri. See Section 190.100 (10), RSMo 
Supp. 1975. 

We find no statutory basis for determining that a state-owned 
vehicle operated by the Division of Corrections' personnel to pur
sue or capture escapees is an emergency vehicle for purposes of 
using a red light or siren on the public highways. 

We believe that a state-owned vehicle that is operated by 
personnel of the Division of Corrections to transport sick or 
injured inmates to hospitals could be considered to be "operated 
as an ambulance" and consequently when "responding to an emergency 
call" on the public streets and highways the operator may activate 
a siren and red light. 



DRAINAGE DISTRICTS: 
TAXATION : 

The board of supervisors of a 
drainage district organized in 
the circuit court under provisions 

of Chapter 242, RSMo , may levy a tax for organizational purposes 
at different times provided that the total taxes levied for this 
purpose do not exceed the sum of one dollar per acre for each 
acre of land within the district. 

OPINION NO . 27 

February 25, 1977 

Honorable Fred DeField 
Missouri House of Representatives 
Room 401, State Capitol 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr . DeField : 

F\ LED 

~7 

This is in response to your request for an opinion from 
this office as follows : 

"May the Board of Supervisors of a Circuit 
Court Drainage District levy a Twenty Cents 
( . 20) per acre Organizational Tax , authorized 
under the provisions of Section 242 . 430 RSMo . 
1969 , in five (5) successive tax years, so as 
to obtain for the District the full Organiza
tional Tax of One Dollar ($1 . 00) per acre upon 
each and every acre of land within the bound
aries of Consolidated Drainage District No . 
1 of Mississippi County, Missouri, as autho
rized by the said Section 242.430 RSMo . 1969 , 
as amended?" 

A drainage district organized in circuit court is governed 
by the provisions of Chapter 242, RSMo. Section 242 . 430 (1), 
RSMo, provides as follows: 

"The board of supervisors of any drainage 
district organized under the provisions of 
sections 242 . 010 to 242.690 shall as soon as 
elected and qualified, levy a uniform tax of 
not more than one dollar per acre upon each 
acre of land within such district, as defined 
by the articles of association to be used for 
the purpose of paying expenses incurred or to 
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be incurred in organizing said district, making 
surveys of the same and assessing benefits and 
damages and to pay other expenses necessary to 
be incurred before said board shall be empowered 
by section 242 . 450 to provide funds to pay the 
total cos t of works and improvements of the 
district." 

This statute is similar to the provisions of Section 245 . 175, 
RSMo , which appl i es to the organization of levee districts . This 
section provides that the board of supervisors shall levy a uni
form tax of not more than one dollar per acre upon each acre of 
land within such district to be used for the purposes of paying 
e xpense s incurred or to be incurred in organizing such district . 
In Opinion No . 174, issued May 15 , 1964, to Crigler , copy enclosed, 
it was our opinion that the board of supervisors of a levee dis
trict had authority under Section 2 45 . 175, RSMo , to levy a tax 
required for organizational purposes when needed provided the 
total taxes levied did not exceed the maximum amount permitted 
by the statute . It is our opinion that the principles of law 
as set forth in that opinion would be applied to an interpre
tation of the provisions of Section 242.430 . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the board of supervi
sors of a drainage district organized in the circuit court under 
provisions of Chapter 242, RSMo, may levy a tax for organizational 
purposes at different times provided that the total taxes levied 
for this purpose do not exceed the sum of one dollar per acre 
for each acre of land within the district. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Moody Mansur . 

Very truly yours , 

~t:W-
JOHN ASHCROFT ~ 

Enclosure : Op . No . 174 
5-15-64 , Crigler 

Attorney General 
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ROADS AND BRIDGES : 
DRAINAGE DISTRICTS: 

The word "bridge," as used in Sec
tion 242 . 350, RSt-1o, includes "cul
vert"; and drainage districts or-

ganized under the provisions 
culverts rather than bridges 
district cross public roads. 

of Chapter 242, RSMo, may utilize 
where the drainage ditches o f the 

April 28, 1977 

Honorable Fred DeField 
Representative, District 160 
Room 401, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Representative DeField : 

OP INION NO. 28 

Fl LED 
rJ .? 
-~ 

This is in response to your request for an opinion from this 
office asking whether it is proper in construing Section 242 . 350, 
RSMo 1969, to substitute the word "culvert" for the word "bridge ," 
and the word "culverts " for the word " bridges." 

As we understand, the drainage district in question was in
corporated by action of the Circuit Court of Mississippi County, 
Missouri, on February 12, 1976, but the final plan of reclamation 
has not been adopted by the board of supervisors; and you inquire 
whether it is proper in the design of a plan of reclamation for 
the circuit court drainage district or an engineer to utilize cul
verts rather than bridges where the drains of the district inter
sect public roads. 

Drainage districts are created by sta tute, and the powers 
and authority of drainage districts in this state organized in 
circuit court are gover ned by Chapter 242, RSMo . Section 242.220 
provides that within sixty days af t e r organizing the board of 
supervisors shall appoint a competent civi l engineer who shal l 
make all necessary surveys and make a report in writing to the 
board of supervisors containing a plan for draining, leveling, 
and reclaiming the lands and property described in the articles 
of the association or adjacent thereto and maps and profiles 
which indicate physical characteristics of the land and location 
of public roads, bridges, other rights - of-way , roadways , and other 
property or improvements located on such lands. 

Section 242.230 provides that the chief engineer shall make 
a report in writing to the board of supervisors concerning the 
surveys and plans for reclaiming the land and other property 
contained in the district organized by the court which plan after 
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adoption shall be known and designated as " the plan for reclama
tion. " Other statutory provisions provide that the plan of rec
lamation shall be filed with the circuit court and for co~ois
sioners to be appointed to assess the benefit and damages which 
may result under the plan of reclamation and , if the costs of the 
works and improvements as provided for in the plan of reclamation 
exceed the benefits , the court is to declare the corporation dis
solved or, if the estimated costs of constructing the improvements 
contemplated in the plan of reclamation is less than the benefits 
assessed against the land and other property in the district, the 
court shall approve and confirm the commissioners ' report . Other 
statutes provide for the amendment of the plan of reclamation 
which also has to be approved by the circuit court before it be
comes effective . 

In order to determine what is to be included in the plan of 
reclamation, we must look to the statutes to determine the powers 
and authorities and duties given . 

Section 242 . 350 provides as follows : 

"1 . All bridges contemplated by sections 242 . 
010 to 242 . 690 and all enlargements of bridges 
already in existence shall be built and en
larged according to and in compliance with 
the plans, specifications and orders made or 
approved by the chief engineer of the district. 

"2. If any such bridge shall belong to any 
corporation, or be needed over a public high
way or right-of-way of any corporation , the 
secretary of said board of supervisors shall 
give such corporation notice by delivering 
to its agent or officer , in any county wherein 
said district is situate, the order of the 
board of supervisors of said district declar
ing the necessity for the construction or 
enlargement of said bridge . A failure to 
construct or enlarge such bridge within the 
time specified in such order shall be taken 
as a refusal to do said work by said corpora
tion, and thereupon the said board of super
visors shall proceed to let the work of con
structing or enlarging the same at the expense 
of the corporation for the cost thereof , which 
costs shall be collected by said board of 
supervisors from said corporation, by suit 
therefor , if necessary . But before said 
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board of supervisors shall let such work, it 
shall give some agent or officer of said cor
poration, now authorized by the laws of this 
state to accept service of summons for said 
corporation, at least twenty days ' actual 
notice of the time and place of letting such 
work. 

"3 . Any owner of land within or without the 
district may, at his own expense, and in com
pliance with the terms and provisions of sec
tions 242 .010 to 242.690, construct a bridge 
across any drain, ditch, canal or excavation 
in or out of said district. 

" 4. All drainage districts shall have full 
authority to construct and maintain any 
ditch or lateral provided in its plan for 
reclamation, across any of the public high
ways of this state, without proceedings for 
the condemnation of the same, or being li
able for damages therefor . Within ten days 
after a dredge boat or any other excavating 
machine shall have completed a ditch across 
any public highway , a bridge adjudged suffi
cient by the county court of said county or 
counties shall be constructed over such drain
age ditch where the same crosses such highway , 
and after such bridge has been constructed 
it shall become a part of the road over which 
it is constructed and shall be maintained by 
the authority authorized by law to maintain 
the road of which it becomes a part . 

"5. When any drainage district has hereto
fore constructed or shall hereafter con
struct a bridge over a drainage ditch where 
the same crosses any public highway, said 
drainage district shall not be under obliga
tion thereafter to further maintain or re
construct any such bridge or bridges for 
more than twenty years after it first con
structed or constructs such bridge at said 
place. If said bridge has been constructed 
by the drainage district and has become a 
part of said road and is then destroyed the 
authorities having control of the road are 
authorized, if they desire , to reconstruct 
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s uch bridge, provided, however, the word cor
poration as used in this section s hall not 
apply to the state or any political or civil 
subdivision thereof. " (Emphasis supplied) 

You inquire whether the term " bridge," as used in Chapter 
242, RSMo, would include culverts . 

Although there have been many public court cases in this 
state involving draina ge districts, we have been unable to find 
any case involving the question we are now considering. 

Section 242 . 699 provides as follows : 

"The provisions herein contained are declared 
to be reme dial in character, shall be lib
erally construed by the courts promptly and 
shall apply to districts already organized , 
in process of reorganization or to be here
after organized or reorganized by circuit 
courts of this state . " 

In Graves v. Little Tarkio Drainage Dist . No . 1, 134 S . W. 2d 
70 (Mo . 1939) , the court stated that all the terms and provisions 
of the drainage act should be construed broadly and liberally to 
effectuate the wholesome and beneficial motives which prompted 
its enactment; that the statutes are remedial in character and 
purpose and shall be liberally construed by the courts in carry
ing out this legislative intent and purpose . 

In Central Bridge & Construction Co. v . Saunders County , 184 
N.W . 220 (Nebr. 1921), the issue before the court concerned the 
use of public funds appropriated for building bridges or build
ing culverts in a suit brought by a taxpayer to prohibit the 
county commissioners from using the funds in payment to the con
tractor for building culverts. In discussing this question, the 
court stated , l . c . 223: 

"It would seem, therefore, that, regard
less of the question of the validity of the 
orders for br1dge and culvert construction , 
the Legislature has declared the bridge or
ders, at least , valid claims against the 
county. But appellant contends that the 
validating act does not cover claims for 
culvert construction; the language being , 
' contract for bridge construction or re
pair. ' This brings us to the second ques
tion presented, the determination of which 
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involves the construction of the v a lidating 
act in connection, of course, with the 
other provisions of the statute of which , 
as an amendment, it forms a part. In view 
of our holding that the commis s ioners were 
authorized to anticipate the l evy for the 
year 1918 in issuing the orders in ques
tion, and that such orders were valid, it 
will not be necessary to decide this ques
tion. In the opinion of the writer , how
ever , the validating act is broad enough 
to cove r both bridge and culvert construc 
tion for the reasons: (1) A culvert is 
easily within Webster ' s definition of a 
bridge: 

'A s tructure erected over a depression 
or an obstacle, as over a river, chasm, 
roadway, railroad , etc., carrying a road
way for passengers , vehicles ,' etc. 

"Of course, a culvert, strictly speak
ing, is a conduit for passage of water , or 
a way, but with respect to its use in a 
highway may be, and generally is, a struc
ture carrying a roadway--it bridges a chasm 
in the road. If the structure over a ditch 
consists of longitudinal stringers with 
planks across, it is a bridge . Is it any 
less a bridge , in a general sense, if it 
consisted of a box of four sides, laid 
transversely to the road? The primary 
object in each case is to carry the road 
over the ditch. (2) The other sections of 
the statute of which it forms a part deal 
with both kinds of improvements , both of 
which are to be paid for from the same 
fund, and the statute does not pretend to 
determine how much of such fund shall be 
devoted to the construction of bridges and 
how much to culverts, and the amount limited 
for bridges alone is therefore not deter
minable; (3) and while the validating act 
uses the term ' bridges ' only, it is dealing 
with the total fund , and the evident intent 
of the Legislature was to validate all con
tracts which might lawfully be paid out of 
such fund but for the fact that they were 
excessive. Appellant cites a number of 
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cases involving construction of stat utes, 
to the effect that a culvert is no t a bridge , 
but they were all cases involvi ng the li
ability of municipal corporations for darn
ages by reason of defective bri dges, call
ing for a strict construction o f the stat
utes declaring liability; the statute in 
question is remedial and should receive a 
liberal construction ." (Emphasis supplied) 

It is our opi nion that the statutory provisions in Chapter 242 
providing for the organization of drainage districts organized in 
the circuit court and their powers and authori ties given by stat
ute should be liberally construed to effectuate the purpose for 
which they were enacted; and although ordinarily the word "bridge" 
is not synonymous with the word "culvert," we believe that it was 
the intent o f the legislature in this statute to consider the word 
"bridge" in its broadest terms to include culverts. We think it 
is common knowledge that at the present time i n modern methods of 
construction of highways frequently culverts are used instead of 
bridges . Under the same physical facts, years ago in many in
stances bridges would have been used. However , at the present 
time, culverts are frequently utilized because of the fact that 
in many situations culverts are not as expensive to build as 
bridges would be. 

CONCLUSION 

It is our opinion that the word "bridge," as used in Section 
242 . 350 , RSMo , includes "culvert" and that drainage districts or
ganized under the provisions of Chapter 242 , RSMo , may utilize 
culverts rather than bridges where the drainage ditches of the 
district cross public roads. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, Moody Mansur . 

Yours very truly , 

c2:~S::OFT 
Attorney General 
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MAGISTRATES: The civil j urisdiction of the magi s trate 
courts, including the magistrate courts in 

the City of St. Louis, is provided for in Section 482.090 as amended 
by c.c.s.H.B. Nos . 1317 and 1098, 78th General Assembly, Second 
Regular Session, in the maximum amount of $5 , 000. 

April 11, 1977 

Honorable Kenneth J. Rothman 
Representative, District 77 
Room 309, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Representative Rothman: 

OPINION NO. 29 

Fl LED 
e2-.9 

This is in response to your request for an opinion from this 
office in which you inquire whether the St. Louis magistrate court 
civil jurisdiction is limited to actions in the amount of $3 , 500 
or less, exclusive of interest and costs. 

Your question is occasioned because S.C.S.S . B. No. 658, 78th 
General Assembly, Se cond Regular Session, provides for a maximum 
jurisdictional amount of $3,500 for the magistrate courts of St. 
Louis City and c.c.s . H.B. Nos. 1317 and 1098, 78th General Assem
bly, Second Regular Session, deleted the $3,500 maximum jurisdic
tional amount. 

For the sake of clarity, S.C.S.S.B. No. 658 will be referred 
to as V.A.M.S. Act 70 and C.C.S.H.B. No . 1317 and 1098 will be 
referred to as V.A.M.S. Act 72, both being so described in Vernon's 
Missouri Legislative Service, 1976. 

Acts 70 and 72 were both approved by the Governor on the 
same day, June 17 , 1976, and both b e came effective ninety days 
after adjournment. 

The title to Act 70 related to the St. Louis court of crim
inal correction and the magistrates courts in the City of St. Louis 
and the jurisdiction and the duties of the judges and the person
nel of said courts. The title to Act 72 related to magistrate 
and probate courts and judges thereof. 

Act 70 amended Section 482.230, RSMo 1969 , to read as follows: 

"1. Each such magistrate court and each of its 
divisions and magistrates shall have coextensive 
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amendments to Section 482.230. As found in Section 482.230 , V.A.M.S. 
Pocket Part Supplement, the consolidated section provides as follows: 

"1 . Each such magistrate court and each of its 
divisions and magistrates shall have coextensive 
with the city all the duties, powers and juris
diction given by general law to magistrates and 
magistrate courts in criminal and civil cases 
and matters, and all the provisions of general 
law applicable to magistrates, their courts and 
officers, shall be applicable to the courts, mag
istrates and officers subject to the provisions 
of sections 482.220 to 482.280, except so far as 
inconsistent therewith. 

"2. Each such magistrate shall also have all 
the duties, powers and jurisdiction as vested 
by general law in magistrates and magistrate 
courts in all criminal cases, examinations, 
hearings , proceedings and matters. 

"3. The practice, procedure and costs relating 
to the prosecution of criminal offenses before 
such magistrates shall be as provided by gen
eral law relating to magistrates and magistrate 
courts in criminal cases." 

Thus, the Revisor has followed the proper procedure by taking 
all the language which was amendatory and consolidating it with the 
appropriate explanatory note as authorized by Section 3.065. This 
procedure conforms with the rule of construction that the legisla
ture intends something by the amendment of a statute. St. Charles 
Building & Loan Ass'n. v. Webb, 229 S.W.2d 577 (Mo. 1950) . 

Thus, since Act 70 made no amendment to the amount in contro
versy with respect to the City of St. Louis magistrate courts and 
since Act 72 eliminated the jurisdictional amounts in its amend
ment of Section 482.230 and inserted a general jurisdictional 
amount for all magistrate courts under Section 482.090, a reading 
of these statutes together leads us to the conclusion that the ju
risdictional amount of all magistrate courts, including the mag
istrate courts in the City of St. Louis, is $5,000 as of August 13, 
1976. 

In direct answer to your question, the St. Louis magistrate 
court jurisdiction is not limited to $3,500 as provided in Act 
70 as it was clearly the legislative intent as provided in Act 
72 to remove such jurisdictional limitation and to allow the St. 
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Louis magistrate court to come within the $5,000 jurisdictional 
maximum as provided in Section 482 . 090 as amended. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the civil jurisdiction 
of the magistrate courts , including the magistrate courts in the 
City of St. Louis , is provided for in Section 482.090 as amended 
by C.C.S.H.B. Nos. 1317 and 1098, 78th General Assembly, Second 
Regular Session , in the maximum amount of $5 , 000. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach . 

Yours very truly, 

!;?:::::::<0~~ 
Attorney General 

-5-



,.~ ~. . .... 

JOHN ASHCROFT ATTOUNI~Y GJElNJI<JRAL OJF' !YlfiH:HiOUliU: 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

JEFI<'J<~nsox CITY 

January 13, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 30 

Honorable c. E. Hamilton, Jr. 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Callaway County Courthouse 
Fulton, Missouri 65251 

Dear Mr. Hamilton: 

This is in response to your request for an opinion from 
this office as follows: 

"Is it lawful for a taxpayer to pay 
his taxes for years beyond the current 
year and is it lawful for the county to 
accept such prepaid taxes? Secondly, if 
the answer to this question is yes, is 
it lawful for the county to give credit 
to the company for interest on the amount 
and for the term that the taxes have been 
prepaid? 

"Union Electric is building a new nuclear 
plant in Callaway County. Consequently, 
in future years Callaway County will be 
taking in a great amount of taxation from 
Union Electric on its properties. However, 
this taxation is not due as of the present 
time and Callaway County needs additional 
funds with which to plan and undertake proj
ects which will be needed prior to the time 
Union Electric's taxes are due. Union Elec
tric has expressed some interest in prepay
ing taxes for the next two or three years 
to Callaway County at this time, as long as 
it can accept credit for those taxes in fu
ture years." 

13141 751·3321 
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Callaway County is a third class county not under township 
organization. 

You first inquire whether it is lawful for a taxpayer to 
pay h~s property taxes for years beyond the current year and for 
the county to accept such prepaid taxes. 

Article VI, Section 7, Constitution of Missouri, provides 
that the county court shall manage all county business as pre
scribed by law and keep an accurate record of its proceedings. 
We are unable to find any statute of this state authorizing the 
county court to accept any money in payment of property taxes. 

Section 52.010, RSMo, provides that at the general election 
a collector, to be styled the collector of revenue, shall be elected 
in each of the counties of this state, except counties under town
ship organization, who shall hold their office for four years and 
until a successor is duly elected and qualified. 

Payment and collection of current taxes is governed primarily 
by Chapters 137 and 139, RSMo. 

Section 137.290, RSMo, provides that the clerk of the county 
court, upon receipt of the certificates of the rates levied by 
the county court, school district, and other political subdivi
sions authorized by law to make levies, shall extend the taxes in 
the assessor's book according to the rates levied. The clerk 
shall, on or before the thirty-first day of.October of each year, 
deliver the tax book with the rates extended therein to the col
lector, who shall give receipt therefor to the clerk. 

Section 139.010, RSMo, provides that it shall be the duty 
of the collectors of revenue of the several counties of the state, 
immediately after the receipt of the tax books of their respec
tive counties, to give not less than twenty days' notice of the 
time and place at which they shall meet the taxpayers of their 
respective counties, and collect and receive their taxes; pro
vided, however, the county court may relieve the. coliector from 
visiting any municipal township in his county by an order of rec
ord to be made before notice under the provisions of this section 
is given. 

In State ex rel. and to use of Parish v. Young, 38 S.W.2d 
1021 {Mo. 1931), the court discussed among other things the au
thority and powers of the county collector in collecting taxes. 
The court stated, l.c. 1023, as follows: 

" ••• The power to levy and collect taxes 
is purely statutory, and has been confided 
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to the Legislature and not the courts. De 
Arman v. Williams, 93 Mo. 158, 163, 5 S. W. 
904; State ex rel. v. Ry. Co., 87 Mo. 236; 
City of Carondelet v. Picot, 38 Mo. 125, 
130; 25 R. C. L. pages 27 to 29. Collec
tion of taxes can only be made in accordance 
with the tax books as actually made and fur
nished to the collector. State ex rel. v. 
Brown, 172 Mo. 374, 380, 72 s.· W. 640." 
(Emphasis supplied) 

We find no statute authorizing the county collector to receive 
any money in payment of taxes except as provided for in the tax 
books as delivered to him by the county clerk. Section 558.150, 
RSMo, provides as follows: 

"Every collector of the revenue who shall 
unlawfully collect taxes when none are due, 
or shall willfully and unlawfully exact or 
demand more than is due, shall, upon con
viction, be adjudged guilty of a misdemeanor." 

The question of the collection of delinquent taxes is pro
vided for in other statutory provisions which are not material to 
the question under consideration. It is the view of this office 
that the county collector has no authority to accept money in 

.payment of taxes in excess of the amount shown on the tax books 
delivered to him by the county clerk and, therefore, he has no 
authority to accept payment of taxes or estimated taxes for future 
years. 

Yours very truly, 

.I'd A "' 

~.A-~~ 
JOHN ASHCROFT ·" . 
Attorney General 
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COOPERATIVE ~GREEMENTS: 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY: 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ADMINIS'I'RATION: 

The Department of Public Safety, 
Missour i Council on Cr i minal 
Justice, although it does not 
have the authority to determine 

the number of and the geographical boundaries of regional criminal 
justice planning units which have been established by cooperative 
agreement by and between political subdivisions of the State of 
Missouri pursuant to the provisions of Section 70.220, RSMo 1969, 
can choose not to recognize the regional planning units as they 
presently exist, and is not required by state law to make federal 
money available to those presently existing regional criminal 
justice planning units for law enforcement planning purposes. 

OPINION NO. 33 

February 25, 1977 
Fl LED 
~3 Mr . Wm. Kenneth Carnes, Director 

Department of Public Safety 
621 East Capitol Avenue 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Carnes: 

This official opinion is issued in response to a request 
by your predecessor for a ruling on the following questions: 

"1. Does the Department of Public Safety, 
Missouri Council on Criminal Justice, have 
the authority to determine the number of 
and the geographical boundaries of regional 
criminal justice planning units, established 
by political subdivisions of the state pur
suant to the provisions of Sections 70.220 
and 70.230, RSMo 1969, or Chapter 251, RSMo 
1969, and recognized by the Missouri Council 
on Criminal Justice, for the purpose of 
implementing the provisions of the Crime 
Control Act of 1973, Public Law 93-83? 

"2. If the answer to the first question 
is in the negative, does the Department of 
Public Safety, Missouri Council on Criminal 
Justice, have the authority to determine 
wh~ther to recognize regional criminal 
justice planning units for the purpose of 
implementing the Crime Control Act of 1973, 
Public Law 93-83?" 



Mr. Wm . Kenneth Carnes 

The opinion request indicated that the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration had been presented with similar legal 
inquiries with respect to the application of federal law and 
regulations. Therefore, this opinion shall be confined to ap
plicable state law except insofar as pertinent federal statutory 
citations may be necessary to clarify the position taken by this 
office. 

Before responding directly to the legal issues presented 
by the opinion request , we believe that background information 
concerning the creation and existence of the Missouri Council 
on Criminal Justice and of regional criminal justice planning 
units is essential to an understanding of those issues. We 
were assisted in the compilation of this background informa
tion by Mr. Jay Sondhi, Executive Director of the Missouri 
Council on Criminal Justice. 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
was passed by Congress and signed into law by President John
son in 1968. Subsequently , the Act was reauthorized and 
amended in 1971 and 1973. The purpose of this Act and its 
successors, is set forth in the Crime Control Act of 1973, 
Public Law 93-83, Title 42, U.S.C ., Section 3701 . 

"It is therefore the declared policy of 
the Congress to assist State and local 
governments in strengthening and improv
ing law enforcement and criminal justice 
at every level by national assistance . 
It is the purpose of this chapter to (1) 
encourage States and units of general 
local government to develop and adopt 
comprehensive plans based upon their 
evaluation of State and local problems 
of law enforcement and criminal justice; 
{2) authorize grants to States and units 
of local government in order to improve 
and strengthen law enforcement and crim
inal justice ; and (3) encourage research 
and development directed toward the im
provement of law enforcement and criminal 
justice and the development of new methods 
for the prevention and reduction of crime 
and the detection, apprehension , and re
habilitation of criminals ." 

Pursuant to the provisions contained in the original fed
eral Act, Governor Warren Hearnes created in 1968 the Missouri 
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Law Enforcement Assistance Council by Executive Order and 
charged it with carrying out the provisions of the Act. There
after, units of local government, i.e. , cities and counties, 
via cooperative agreements, formed regional law enforcement 
assistance councils within the state pursuant to Section 70 . 220, 
RSMo 1969. The number of such planning units created by 
cooperative agreement has grown from six in 1971 to nineteen 
at the present. The regional boundaries of these planning units , 
by agreement between various units of local government, conform 
to the geographical boundaries of regional planning commissions , 
already in existence at the time the Omnibus Crime Control Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 was passed into law, created pursuant to 
the provisions of Chapter 251 , RSMo 1969. 

In 1974 , pursuant to the provisions of Section 11 (8) of 
the Omnibus State Reorganization Act, the Missouri Law Enforce
ment Assistance Council was abolished and its powers , duties , 
and functions were transferred to the Director of the newly 
created Department of Publ ic Safety by a Type I transfer. 
Thereafter , within that department pursuant to the director ' s 
authority under the Omnibus State Reorganization Act to appoint 
?UCh advisory boards as are required by federal laws or regula
tions there was created the Missouri Council on Criminal Justice. 
By means of an Executive Order signed on June 28, 1974 , Governor 
Christopher S. Bond designated the new council as the state 
planning agency required under Section 203 (a) of Public Law 
93-83 , Title 42, U. S.C. , Section 3723 (a). 

Both the Missouri Law Enforcement Assistance Council and 
the Missouri Council on Criminal Justice have , heretofore , fun
ne led planning grants provided by the feder al Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration , for the purposes delineated by fed
eral law , to each of the regional planning units created by 
cooperative agreement to assist in the funding of planning and 
administration of crime control and criminal justice programs 
on the local leve l . 

In specific response to the questions presented by the 
opinion r~qu,st, we note that Section 70.220 , RSMo 1969 , under 
whi ch the p r esent regional p l anni ng units have been created via 
cooperati ve agreement , provides as follows: 

"Any municipality or political subdivi
sion of this state , as herein defined , 
may CQntract apd cooperate with any other 
municipality or political subdivision , or 
with an elective or appointive official 
thereof , o r with a duly authorized agency 
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of the United States, or of this state , 
or with other states or their municipali
ties or political subdivisions, or with 
any private person, firm , association or 
corporation, for the planning , development, 
construction, acquisition or operation of 
any public improvement or facility, or for 
a common service; provided, that the sub
ject and purposes of any such contract or 
cooperative action made and entered into 
by such municipality or political subdivi
sion shall be within the scope of the 
powers of such municipality or political 
subdivision . If such contract or coopera
tive action shall be entered into between 
a municipality or political subdivision 
and an elective or appointive official of 
another municipality or political subdivi
sion, said contract or cooperative action 
must be approved by the governing body of 
the unit of government in which such elec
tive or appointive official resides. " 

The above-cited statute gives absolute authority to any 
political subdivision of this state to enter into a cooperative 
ag~eement or contract with any other political subdivision of 
the state "for a common purpose" with the proviso that the pur
poses of any such cooperative action or contract "shall be 
within the scope of the powers of such municipality or political 
su~division. " The proposition is axiomatic and requires no 
l egal citations that cities and counties of the State of Mis
souri have included within their powers the function to serve 
their constituents in matters of crime control. 

Furthermore, statutory authority exists whereby political 
subdivisions may choose, as they have done , to utilize existing 
regional planning commissions , already created by cooperative 
agreement pursuant to Section 70.220, as a vehicle whereby they 
may plan for law enforcement purposes. Section 251.320 , RSMo 
1969 , provides that the comprehensive plan to be prepared by 
said regional planning commissions: 

" . phall be made with the general pur-
pose of guiding and accomplishing a coordi
nated, adjusted and harmonious development 
of the +egion which will, in accordance 
with existing and future needs, best pro
mote public health, safety , morals, order, 
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convenience, prosperity or the general 
welfare, as well as efficiency and economy 
in the process of development." 

We have found no authority whatsoever which would allow the 
State of Missouri, the Department of Public Safety, or the Mis
souri Council on Criminal Justice to interfere with cooperative 
agreements made by and between units of local government within 
the State of Missouri , either to determine their number or their 
geographical boundaries, in such case as by a cooperative agree
ment it has been agreed as between political subdivisions to 
plqn for local problems of law enforcement and criminal justice. 

On the other hand, there is no legal responsibility on the 
State of Missouri or any of its agencies to recognize these 
regional units created by cooperative agreement nor to extend 
to them state or federal funds to pay for the administration of 
their planning projects . 

This office has been able to review many of the cooperative 
agreements whereby regional planning units, which presently 
participate with the Missouri Council on Criminal Justice in 
law enforcement planning purposes, have been created by coopera
tive agreement by and between political subdivisions. In none 
of these agreements has the State of Missouri, the Department 
of Public Safety, the now defunct Missouri Law Enforcement As
sistance Council, or the Missouri Council on Criminal Justice 
been a party. Therefore, there is no contractual obligation 
that the Missouri Council on Criminal Justice fund the adminis
tration and planning activities of presently constituted 
regional planning units merely because units of local government 
have agreed that said planning units should exist. Therefore, 
we have concluded that although the presently existing regional 
planning units have full authority to contract or agree with the 
federal government to receive directly grants for law enforcement 
planning purposes, the Department of Public Safety and the Mis 
souri Council on Criminal Justice need not recognize their 
existence , as presently constituted, when the state discharges 
its obligations under federal law and regulations. 

Although legal counsel for the federal Law Enforcement As
sistance Administration have been asked to provide an opinion on 
the applicability of federal law, we find it pertinent to this 
opinion to note that Section 203 (c) of Public Law 93- 83 , Title 
42, U.S . C. , Section 3723 (c), provides in part that: 

"The State planning agency shall make such 
arrangements as such agency deems necessary 
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to provide that at least 40 per centum of 
all Federal funds granted to such agency 
under this subchapter for any fiscal year 
will be available to units of general local 
government or combinations of such units to 
enable such units and combinations of such 
units to participate in the formulation of 
the comprehensive State plan required under 
this subchapter .... " 

Governor Bond ' s Executive Order of June 28, 1974, desig
nating the Missouri Council on Criminal Justice as the state 
planning agency required by federal law , provided that this 
agency " have the power to approve and disapprove the a l location 
of all grants received through the said Act. " Likewise , the 

· By-Laws of the Missouri Council on Criminal Justice provide in 
Article VII, Section (A) that: 

" . . The Missouri Council on Criminal 
Justice, in order to facilitate local 
participation in comprehensive planning 
for carrying out the intent of the Act , 
may approve the use of regional councils 
established by appropriate local author
ities . The number and geographical areas 
of such regions shall be established by 
action of the Council. " 

We interpret the above-cited authorities as indicating 
that, although neither the Department of Public Safety nor the 
Missouri Council on Criminal Justice may interfere with , deter
mine the number of , or set the geographical boundaries of 
regional criminal justice planning units presently existing 
pursuant to cooperative agreement under Section 70.220, RSMo 
1969 , those state agencies have f ull authority to determine how 
they will distribute federal grants for law enforcement planning 
purposes to units of local government including the authority 
to dictate whether regional planning units presently existing 
shall receive law enforcement planning grants and , conversely , 
to determine whether changes in the number of or regional bound
aries of said planning units will be required before planning 
grants shall be made to them. 

CONCLUSION 

Therefore , it is the opinion of this office that the De
partment of Public Safety, Missouri Council on Criminal Justice, 
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a l though it does not have the authority to determine the number 
of and the geogr aphical boundaries of regional criminal justice 
planning units which have been established by cooperative agree
ment by and between political subdivisions of the State of Mis 
souri pu rsuant to the provisions of Section 70 . 220 , RSMo 1969 , 
can choose not t o recognize the regional p l anning un its as they 
presentl y exist , and is not required by state law to make fed
eral money available to those presently existing regional 
criminal justice planning units for law enforcement planning 
purposes. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant , Michael L . Boicourt . 

Very truly yours , 

&!~;;ROFT 
Attorney General 
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. JOHN ASHCROFT 

AToORNEY GENERAL 

._flltur>u:;;y/ z1enhral ,cp ._/f~urv 

Edwin M. Bode 
Executive Secretary 
Missouri State Employees' 

Retirement System 
900 Leslie Boulevard 

.JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

March 30,. 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 34 

Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Bode: 

(3141 751·3321 

This letter is in response to your question asking whether 
a member of the legislature who retired January 1, 1973, after 
serving in seven biennial assemblies, and who was reelected 
again in 1974 to the legislature and thereafter served through 
the years 1975 and 1976, is entitled under Senate Bill 513 of 
the 78th General Assembly, Second Regular Session, to a refund 
of contributions for both of the periods for _which he served. 

It is clea-r that when the legislator retired in 1973 he had 
made contributions pursuant to the provisions of Section 104.365 
of the Laws of 1972, now repealed by Senate Bill 513, amounting 
to five percent of his compensation and contributions pursuant 
to provisions of Section 104.360 at four percent of his compen
sation prior to the repeal of such section by Senate Bill 548, 
76th General Assembly. There was no provision at· the time of 
his retirement for the refund of such contributions. By com
parison certain member employees were entitled to refunds of 
accumulated contributions and credited interest when they 
retired under Section 104.372 of the Laws of 1972. However, 
that section expressly excluded refunds to members of the 
system who e_lected to receive retirement benefits because of 
service in the General Assembly. 
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Senate Bill 513 is now set out in the 1976 Supplement of 
the Missouri Revised Statutes. Section 104.365, as amended, elim
inates the payroll deduction for members of the General Assembly 
and provides in subsection 2 thereof: 

"Any member of the·general assembly or 
any official holding an ·elective state office 
who is in office on September 1, 1976, who 
thereafter retires, shall be paid by the board 
an amount equal to the total amount of retire
ment contributions made by him together with 
interest at the same rate paid by the board 
on contributions of state employees, and when 
a membe~ of the general assembly in office or 
an official holding an elective state office 
dies on or after September 1, 1976, but prior 
to retirement, the board shall pay such amount 
to such beneficiary as the deceased member 
shall have designated in writing or to his 
or her estate if no beneficiary be designated, 
all such payments shall be made from funds 
appropri~ted from general revenue for that 
purpose." 

Section 104.380 as it appears in RSMo 1976 is taken from 
House Bills 1213 and 1733 of the Second Regular Session, 78th 
General Assembly effective August 13, 1976. House Bill 1733 

. amended subsection 2 of Section 104.380 to provide as follows: 

"If a retired member is elected to any 
state office or is appointed to any state 
office or is reemployed by a department he 
shall not receive an annuity for any month 
or part of a month for which he serves as an 
officer or employee, but he shall be considered 
to be a new employee with no previous creditable 
service and must accrue sufficient creditable 
service of .two or more years after reemploy
ment in order to receive any additional amount 
of annuity. Any reemployed retired member 
who has two or more years of creditable ser
vice and reaches his new normal retirement 
date shall receive an additional amount of 
monthly annuity calculated to include only 
the creditable service and the average compen
sat.ion earned since his reemployment. In 
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either event, the original annuity and the 
additional annuity, if any, shall be paid 
commencing with the end of the first month 
after t..~e month during which his term of of
fice has been completed, or his employment 
terminated." 

Therefore, after the leqislator was reelected he was con
sidered a new etnployee with no creditable service and was required 
to accrue sufficient creditable service of h1o or more years in 
order to receive any additional annuity. 

It is our view that at the time the legislator elected to 
retire in 1973 under the then applicable statutory provisions, 
he was not entitled to a refund of contributions and U1at runended 
Section 104.365 did not make him eligible for such a refund~ In 
reaching this conclusion we have considered what we believe to 
be the legislative intent in amending Section 104.365 which intent 
is reflected by our reading of these provisions in their entirety* 

We conclude in answer to your question that the legislator 
is not entitled to a reftmd of contributions made prior to his 
first retirement. 

Very truly yours, 

.:rom; ASHeROF''r 
Attorney General 



COMPENSATION: 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY: 

Section 56 . 280, RSMo Supp . 1975, 
relating to the compensation of 
prosecuting attorneys in counties 

of the third and fourth classes , does no t repeal the provisions 
for additional compensation for such pros~cuting attorneys under 
Sections 56.285 and 56.291, RSMo , and the prosecuting attorneys 
of such counties are entitled to compensation oased on all such 
sections. 

OPINION NO. 35 

January 20, 1977 

Mr. James P. Anderton 
Prosecuting Attorney , Hickory County 
County Court House 
Herm~tage, Missouri 65668 

Dear Mr. Anderton: 

Fl LED 
a~--

This opinion is in response to your question asking as 
follows : 

"Is the proper salary for a Prosecuting 
Attorney in a Fourth Class County of a valu
ation of over $10 , 000 , 000 and population of 
less than 7 , 500 based only on RSMo. 56.280 
for a total salary of $5,806.30 or is it 
based on RSMo. 56.280, 56.285, and 56.291 
for a total salary of $7,606 . 30?" 

It is our understanding that Hickory County has a population 
of approximately 4,500, has a valuation of slightly in excess of 
$10,000,000, and is a fourth class county. 

Section 56.280 was amended in 1972 and 1974 to provide for 
increases in the salaries of prosecuting attorneys. The present 
section is Section 56 . 280, RSMo Supp. 1975 . 

Section 56.285, RSMo 1969, enacted Laws 1957 , p. 330, 
provides: 

"The prosecuting attorney in counties of 
the third and fourth classes, in addition to 
the compensation provided in section 56 . 280 
shall receive eight hundred dollars in third 
class counties and six hundred dollars in 
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fourth class counties per year , as compensa
tion for the additional services performed 
by him in relation to aid to dependent child
ren as provided in section 208.040, RSMo." 

Section 56 . 291 , RSMo, as enacted Laws 1965, p. 165, pro
vides that the prosecuting attorney in third and fourth class 
counties in addition to his other duties as provided by law shall 
submit to the Attorney General of the State of Missouri a writ
ten brief summarizing the facts and law the lower court pro
ceedings had in all criminal cases appealed to the Supreme Court 
from the county of his jurisdiction and as compensation shall 
receive in addition to the compensation provided by law in third 
and fourth class counties having an assessed valuation of 
$10,000 , 000 and less than $20,000,000 the sum of $1 , 200. 

Clearly there would be no question as to the application 
of Sections 56 . 285 and 56 . 291 had it not been for the subsequent 
amendment of Section 56.280. The only question, as we see it, 
that you raise is whether Section 56.280 is exclusive and whether 
the amendment of Section 56.280 was intended to repeal by impli
cation Sections 56.285 and 56.291. 

Section 56.280 provides that the prosecuting attorney in 
counties of the third and fourth classes shall receive annually, 
as "total compensation for his services" in counties having a 
population of less than 7,500, the sum of $5,806 .30. The pro
vision of that section referring to the "total compensation for 
his services" was the same in the earlier enactments of Section 
56.280 . 

We do not believe that Section 56 . 280, RSMo Supp . 1975, was 
intended to provide for the total compensation of prosecuting 
attorneys exclusive of Sections 56 . 285 and 56.291 . Neither 
Section 56 . 285 nor Section 56 . 291 was specifically repealed and 
obviously repeals by implication are not favored . 

Furthermore, Section 1.120, RSMo, with respect to the 
construction of reenactments, provides that the provisions of 
any statute which is reenacted insofar as they are the same 
as those of a prior law shall be construed as a continuation 
of such law and not as a new enactment. For cases relating 
thereto see V.A.M.S. Annotations, Section 1.120. 

Therefore, it is our view that these statutes must be read 
together and that the prosecuting attorney of Hickory County is 
entitled to receive the compensation provided for him pursuant 
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to Sections 56 .280, 56.285 and 56.291. The total salary based 
on such sections, as you indicate, amounts to $7,606 . 30. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the op~n~on of this office that Section 56.280, RSMo 
Supp. 1975, relating to the compensation of prosecuting attorneys 
in counties of the third and fourth classes , does not repeal the 
provisions for additional co1npensation for such prosecuting at
torneys under Sections 56 .285 and 56.291, RSMo, and the pro
secuting attorneys of such counties are entitled to compensation 
based on all such sections . 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was written 
by my assistant , John c. Klaffe nbach . 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

January 25, 1977 

Mr. James Walsh, Director 
Department of Social Services 
P. 0. Box 570 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Walsh: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 37 

(314) 751-3321 

Your predecessor, Lawrence Graham, requested a formal legal 
opinion of this office on certain questions that pertain to the 
execution by the Division of Health of the controlled substances 
law, §§ 195.010-195.320, RSMo Supp. 1976. 

These questions are: 

"1. Are the schedules of controlled substances 
described in Section 195.015 RSMo., 'Rules' 
within the meaning of Section 536.010 RSMo. 
1976? 

"2. Assuming an affirmative answer to the 
first question, must the Division of Health 
comply with the provisions of 536.021 RSMo., 
1976 when a controlled substance is des
ignated, rescheduled or deleted by the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, U.S. Department 
of Justice in view of Section 195.015, 4, 
RSMo." 

The controlled substances law establishes five categories 
or "schedules" of controlled substances in an attempt to grade 
the substances according to their potential for abuse and ad
dictive properties. § 195.017. The legislature itself ini-

. tially placed specified substances in the various schedules and 
directed the Division of Health to subsequently by rule, after 
public notice and hearing, add substances to the schedules 
based upon stated statutory criteria. § 195.015, subsections 
1, 2, and 3. 



Mr. James Walsh 

The 1976 Amendments to the administrative procedure law, 
Chapter 536, RSMo, redefined the term "rule." The following 
part of the new definition appears material to your question: 

"'Rule' means each agency statement of gen
eral applicability that implements, inter
prets, or prescribes law or policy, or that 
describes the organization, procedure, or 
practice requirements of any agency .... " 
§ 536.010 (4), V.A.M.S. 

Should the Division of Health exercise the power conferred 
by § 195.015 to add a controlled substance to one of the statutory 
schedules, we believe it would be making a "rule" within the 
meaning of the administrative procedure law. 

In response to your second question, § 195.015, subsection 4 
provides: 

"If any substance is designated, resched
uled, or deleted as a controlled substance 
under federal law and notice thereof is 
given to the division of health, the divi
sion of health shall similarly control the 
substance under sections 195.010 to 195.320 
after the expiration of thirty days from 
publication in the federal register of a 
final order designating a substance as a 
controlled substance or rescheduling or 
deleting a substance, unless within that 
thirty-day period, the division of health 
objects to inclusion, rescheduling, or de
letion. In that case, the division of health 
shall publish the reasons for objection and 
afford all interested parties an opportunity 
to be heard. At the conclusion of the hear
ing, the division of health shall publish its 
decision, which shall be final unless al
tered by statute. Upon publication of ob
jection to inclusion, rescheduling or dele
tion under sections 195.010 to 195.320 by 
the division of health, control under sec
tions 195.010 to 195.320 is stayed until 
the division of health publishes its decision." 

We believe that this statute sets forth a special procedure 
for designating, deleting, or rescheduling controlled substances 
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and that in situations where this statute pertains, the general 
procedures for administrative rule making set forth in Chapter 
536, RSMo, do not apply. 

Yours very truiy, 

o~~ 
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 
ATTORN£Y GENCRAL 

January 7, 1977 

Dr. Arthur L. Mallory 
Commissioner of Education 
State Department of Elementary 

and Secondary Education 
Jefferson State Office Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr. Mallory: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 38 

(3141 751·3321 

This letter is in response to your request for our 
review and certification of the Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education's Application or Amendment for a Grant 
for Assistance to States for State Equalization Plans, Part 
D, Title VIII of the Education Amendments of 1974, Public 
Law 93-380. 

Our review has taken into consideration the application 
which you furnished to us together with Section 842 of 
Public Law 93-380 (20 U.S.C. 246) and the regulations pro
pounded pursuant thereto by the Office of Education, Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare, 45 C.F.R. 156 (October 1, 
1975); Article III, Section 38(a), Missouri Constitution; 
and Sections 161.092 and 178.430, RSMo 1969. 

It is the opinion of this office that the Missouri 
State Department of Elementary and Secondary Education is 
the state agency which has the authority under state law to 
submit the state plan for the purposes of Section 842, Part 
D, Title VIII of Public Law 93-380. 

Very truly yours, 

~~-:-~~~a--
D. ASHCROFT i 

Attorney General 



LIQUOR: Persons holding lice nses for the sale 
SUNDAY SALES: of intoxicating liquor by the drink and 

those holding lice nses for the sale of 
malt liquor only are e ligible for "Sun
day sa l e " licenses under Section 311 . 097, 
RSMo Supp . 1975. 

OPINION NO . 39 

February 25, 1977 

Mr . wm. Kenneth Carnes, Director 
Department of Public Safety 
621 East Capitol Avenue 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr . Carnes : 

FILED 

~r 

This official opinion is issued in response to a request by 
your predecessor for a ruling on the following questions: 

"Is a person holding a license for the sale 
of only malt liquor eligible for a ' Sunday 
sale ' license as provided in Section 311.097? 

" Is the answer to the above question depen
dent on local option?" 

Section 311.097, RSMo Supp. 1975 , states in part : 

" 1. Notwithstanding any other provisions of 
this chapter to the contrary , any person who 
possesses the qualifications required by this 
chapter, and who now or hereafter meets the 
requirements of and complies with the provi
sions of this chapter , may apply for, and 
the supervisor of liquor control may issue , 
a license to sell intoxicating liquor, as in 
this chapter defined, between the hours of 
1 : 00 p.m. and midnight on Sunday by the drink 
at retail for consumption on the premises of 
any restaurant bar as described in the appli
cation . As used in this section the term 
'restaurant bar ' means any establishment hav-
ing a restaurant or similar facility on the 
premises at least fifty percent of the gross 
income of which is derived from the sale of 
prepared meals or food consumed on such premises. 



Mr. Wm. Kenneth Carnes 

" 2. . . . all other laws and r egulations of 
the state relating to the sale of liquor by 
the drink for consumption on the premises 
where sold shall appl y to a restaurant bar 
in the same manner as they apply to estab
lishments licensed under sections 311.085, 
311 .090 and 311 . 095, . . " 

It is clear that this section establishes a separate license 
to be issued for the sale of liquor by the drink on Sundays . In 
order to obtain this license a person must meet both the general 
qualifications required of a liquor by the drink licensee and the 
specific requirement that at least fifty percent of the g r oss in
come of the premises be derived from the sale of prepared meals 
or food consumed on the premises. 

Under Section 311 . 090 , RSMo 1969 , requirements for a license 
for the sal e of intoxicating liquor containing alcohol not in e x 
cess of five percent by weight (malt liquor) are the same as those 
for a retail liquor by the drink license. We conclude , therefore , 
that premises licensed for the sale of malt liquor could upon 
meeting the requirements of Section 311.097, RSMo Supp . 1975, be 
licensed for the sale of liquor by the drink on Sunday under that 
statute . 

Section 311 . 270 , RSMo 1969 , provides in part: 

"1. It shall b e unlawful for any person, hold
ing a l icense for the sale of malt liquor only, 
to possess , consume , store , sell or offer for 
sale , give away or otherwise dispose of , upon 
or about the premises mentioned in said license , 
or , upon or about said premises , to suffer or 
permit any per son to possess, consume, store , 
sell or offer for sale , give away or otherwise 
dispose of , any intoxicating liquor of any 
kind whatsoever other than malt liquor brewed 
or manufactured by the method , in the manner, 
and of the ingredients, required by the laws 
of this state .. .. " 

While the holder of a license to sell malt liquor only can 
sell all forms of intoxicating liquors on Sunday under t he res
taurant bar license, s uch licensee would be required to remove all 
intoxicating liquor other than malt liquor from the premises during 
the week . Of course , as a license to sell liquor by the drink in
cludes the license to sell malt liq uor, the licensee could elect 
simply to continue selling malt liquor on Sunday . 
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Note that Section 311 . 097 , RSMo Supp . 1975 , begins with the 
statement "Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter 
to the contrary, .... " In Attorney General ' s Opinion No . 151, 
Garrett , 4-10-74, this office , in interpreting identical l anguage 
in Section 311 . 095, RSMo Supp . 1975 , took the position that: 

"It is established law in this state that 
provisions of a state statute having special 
application to a particular subject are deemed 
a qualification of or an exception to another 
statute on the same subject stated in general 
terms . Flarsheim v . Twenty Five Thirty Two 
Broadway Corporation, 432 S . W.2d 245 (Mo. 1968) . 
The legislature, exercising its vested powers , 
carved such an exception to the local option 
requirement when it created Section 311.095. 
No conflict is engendered by the mere fact 
that now there may be cases wherein the pro
visions of both statutes cannot be applied ef
fectively. State v. Taylor, 18 S .W. 2d 474 (Mo . 
1929). The two sections should be construed so 
that each one may stand and be given its ap
propriate effect . 

"Therefore, it is the opinion of this 
office that Section 311 . 095 operates inde
pendently of the local option requirements 
of Section 311 . 090 and that the Supervisor of 
Liquor Control may issue a retail liquor by 
the drink license to a ' resort ' as defined by 
Section 311 . 095 in a city that has not adopted 
the local option. " 

It is the opinion of this office that the identical language 
in Section 311.097 , RSMo Supp . 1975 , has the same effect of carv
ing out an exception to the local option requirement of Section 
311.090 , RSMo 1 969. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that persons holding l icenses 
for the sa l e of intoxicating liquor by the drink and those holding 
licenses for the sale of malt liquor only are eligible for "Sunday 
sale" licenses under Section 311 . 097 , RSMo Supp . 1975 . 
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The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared by 
my assistant, Bruce E . Anderson. 

Yours very truly , 

ct::c~~ 
Attorney General 
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REORGANIZAT ION ACT: 
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE : 

January 7, 1977 

Honorable George Lehr 
State Auditor 
Capitol Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 

Dear Mr. Lehr: 

OPINION NO . 41 

F l LED 

1/-1 

This is in response to your request for an official opinion 
of this office concerning the question of whether a Deputy 
Director of Revenue, appointed pursuant to Section 1.6(6) of 
the Omnibus State Reorganization Act, Appendix B, RSMo Cum. 
Supp. 1975, can hold such office and legally e xercise all 
powers of the Director of Revenue in the event the Director 
of Revenue should resign. You have stated that the p resent 
Director of Revenue is resigning his office effective Janu
ary 1 0 , 1977, and it may be some period of time before a new 
Director of Revenue is appointed and confirmed and in order 
to assure that all the l egal functions of the Director of Revenue 
are carried out , it is necessary to ascertain whether the Deputy 
Director appointed by such resigning Director of Revenue has full 
legal authority to act as Director of Revenue . 

We believe that Section 1 . 6(6) of the Omnibus Reor ganization Act 
is fully dispositive of your questi on and that s uch Deputy Director 
does have full authority to act upon resignation of the present 
Director of Revenue . That provision provides in part: 

"The director of each department may designate 
by written order filed with the governor and 
president pro- tern of the senate a deputy director 
of the department, to act for and e xercise the 
powers of the director only during the department 
director ' s absence for official business , vacation, 
illness , death , resignation or incapaci ty . Whe n a 
deputy director acts as director of the department 
he shall receive a salary at the leve l provided 
for the director of the department when he has 
acted in such a capacity for longer than thirty 
days. A deputy director , however , shall not e xer
cise the powers of the director for more than six 
consecutive months • ... " (Emphasis supplied) 

Thus , it is seen that the legislature has directly anticipated 
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a situation such as the one presented here. We are advised 
that the present Director of Revenue has designated by written 
order, filed with the Governor and President Pro Tern of the Sen
ate, a Deputy Director of the Department. That being the case, 
upon resignation by the Director of Revenue, that Deputy has 
full authority to act as Director of Revenue for a period not 
to exceed six consecutive months, or a shorter period should 
a new Director of Revenue be appointed and confirmed pursuant 
to Article IV, Section 51 , Constitution of Missouri. Thus, if 
a new Director of Revenue is appointed while the legislature is 
in session , the new Director would take office upon receiving 
the advice and consent of the Senate. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that a Deputy Director of Reve
nue , appointed pursuant to Section 1 . 6(6) of the Omnibus State 
Reorganization Act, Appendix B, RSMo Cum. Supp. 1975, can hold 
such office and lega lly exercise all powers of the Director of 
Revenue for a period not to exceed six consecutive months in the 
event the Director of Revenue should resign . 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared by 
my assistant , Walter w. Nowotny, Jr. 

Attorney General 



PROSECUTING ATTORNEY: 
CONCEALED WEAPONS: 

Prosecuting attorneys are not 
conservators of the peace and are , 
therefore , not exempt from the 
provisions of Section 564 . 610 , 
RSMo 1969 , relating to carrying 
of concealed weapons. 

Mr . Roy L . Richter 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Montgomery County 
County Courthouse 

OPINION NO . 50 

March 2, 1977 

Montgomery City, Missouri 63661 

Dear Mr . Richter: 

F J LED 
s-o 

This is in response to your request for an official opinion 
on the following question : 

"Whether any statutory authority or case law 
exists which allows a Prosecuting Attorney 
to carry a concealable weapon concealed upon 
his person in his county when engaged in the 
discharge of the duties imposed upon him by 
law . " 

To answer this question, it is first necessary to examine 
Section 564 . 610, RSMo 1969 , which not only creates the offense 
of carrying concealed weapons but also establishes certain exemp
tions therefor . The exemptions provided for by this section are 
as follows: 

" . but nothing contained in this section 
shall apply to legally qualified sheriffs , 
police officers and other persons whose bona 
fide duty is to execute process , civil or 
criminal, make arrests , or aid in conserving 
the public peace , nor to persons traveling 
in a continuous journey peaceable through 
this state . " 

We know of no stat utory provision which makes it the duty 
of the prosecuting attorney to execute process or to make arrests. 
By way of comparison, probation and parole officers are granted 
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arrest powers and are, therefore, exempt from the provisions of 
Section 564 . 610. See Opinion No . 288, Kunderer, 6/28/66 . 

The question then becomes are prosecuting attorneys conserva
tors of the peace . Many officials are declared by statute to be 
conservators of the peace. Opinion No . 99, Woodfill, 5/24/56 , 
enumerates certain of these . However , this opinion does not 
mention prosecuting attorneys, and we are not aware of any stat
utory provision or case law which would declare prosec uting at
torneys to be conservators of the peace. 

You mention in your opinion request that prosecuting attor
neys, particularly in smaller counties , sometimes do their own 
investigation and as a result face hazardous situation s . Con
siderations of personal safety, however, would not justify the 
carrying of a concealed weapon even for a conservator of the 
peace . State v . Davis, 225 S.W . 707 (Mo . 1920), indicates that 
a justice of the peace could carry a gun as a conserver of the 
peace . However, the opinion also indicates that he could not 
carry a gun simply because his life had been threat ened. It must 
be kept in mind that we are dealing with considerations of what 
constitutes a prosecuting att orney ' s "bona fide duty . " Thus, 
in a situation in which a prosecuting attorney ' s personal safety 
is not threatened, is it his duty to subdue one who is br eaking 
the peace? We believe that it is not. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that prosecuting attorney s 
are not conservators of the peace and are , therefore , not exempt 
from the provisions of Section 564 . 610, RSMo 1969 , re l ating to 
carrying of concealed weapons. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, Robert Presson . 

Very truly yours, 

Attorney General 

Enclosures ; Op . No . 288 , 6/28/66 , Kunderer 
Op. No. 99, 5/24/56 , Woodfill 
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JEFFERSON CITY 
JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

July 19, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 52 

Honorable Abe Paul 
Prosecuting Attorney 
McDonald County Courthouse 
Pineville, Missouri 64856 

Dear Mr. Paul: 

This letter is in response to your question asking: 

"1. If the County Treasurer if a third class 
county becomes incapacitated due to ill 
health, does the County Court have au
thority to pay additional help to act in 
her absence? 

"la. Does this situation fall within the emer
gency category of 50.540(4) if the County 
Court does not have statutory authority 
to act according to the statutes dealing 
with the duties of County Treasurer." 

You also state: 

"The County Treasurer has become incapacitated 
due to ill health and hired a deputy to act 
while she is absent from the office·. She has 
requested of the County Court budgetary au
thority to pay the deputy in addition to her 
own salary. She has stated that this is a 
temporary 'emergency' situation that would 
allow such County Court action despite an ap
parent prohibition in the statutes of her 
office." 

(314) 751-3321 



Honorable Abe Paul 

Subsection 4 of Section 50.540, to which you refer, autho
rizes transfers of funds fo~ unforeseen emergencies on an unan
imous vote of the county court; but obviously funds in any event 
can only be used for lawful purposes. 

We find no statutory provision authorizing the appointment of 
additional help to act in the absence of the treasurer. In our 
Opinion No. 49 dated Septenilier 10, 1952, to Kirkland, copy enclosed, 
to which you refer, we concluded that such an outlay is not an in
dispensable expense necessary to the successful and efficient con
duct of the office which has not already been provided for. We 
concluded that the county court did not have the authority to re
imburse the county treasurer for clerical help hired during the 
period when such treasurer was incapacitated due to illness and 
unable to attend to the duties of the office. We believe that this 
opinion is applicable in these circumstances and answers your 
question. 

Therefore, in direct answer to your question, the county 
court does not have authority to pay for clerical help hired to 
perform the duties of the treasurer when the treasurer is in
capacitated due to illness. 

We also enclose Opinion No. 88-1977, to MacPherson, which 
is self-explanatory. 

Enclosures: Op. No. 49 
Kirkland, 1952 

Op. No. 88 
MacPherson, 1977 
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Yours very truly, 

Attorney General 



OFFICES OF TilE 

JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 
JEFFERSON CJ£TY 

December 30, 1977 

Mr. William C. Mcilroy 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Pike County, Courthouse 
Bowling Green, Missouri 63334 

Dear Mr. Mcillroy: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 53 

!314) 751-3321 

This letter is in response to your opinion request asking 
as follows: 

"May the general funds of a County hos
pital be used for the payment of attorney's 
fees for individual counsel employed by 
certain individual members of the Board of 
Trustees who have been made defendants in 
a suit brought by a former employee of the 
hospital alleging interference with a 
contractual obligation?" 

You also set out certain facts regarding the matter which 
we will not repeat because you indicate that the matter is 
presently in litigation. 

It is our understanding that you have declined to represent 
these defendants because the defendants, in your view, are not 
being sued in their official capacities and therefore you have 
taken the position that you are counsel for the Pike County Memo
rial Hospital but not for the Board of Trustees as individuals. 

It is our view that the last controlling case in the Missouri 
Supreme Court, County of St. Francois v. Brookshire, 302 S.W.2d 
1 (Mo. 1957) answers your question.. The court in that case has 
stated at l.c. 3, 4: 
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" . . The proceeding did not involve any 
suit by or against St. Francois County, and 
therefore the county court did not have the 
authority pursuant to Section 56.250 [with 
respect to employment of special counsel] 
to employ defendant on behalf of the county. 
'Anyone may be sued, whether public officer 
or employee, or a private citizeni he may 
be charged with any kind of commission or 

· ommission, and in such case he must defend 
himself, whether the action be meritorious 
or groundless. Though it be an unjust bur
den on one so required to defend an action, 
it is nevertheless his burden and his 
obligation, whether he be private citizen 
or public official or employee.' City of 
Nampa v~ Kibler, 62 Idaho 511, 113 P.2d 411, 
413. Absent statutory authority, or pos
sibly some unusual situation of which we 
are not now aware, a public official who is 
sued as an individual because he did or did 
not do certain things in his public office 
is not entitled to counsel at public expense. 
Annotation, 130 A.L.R. 736." 

In an earlier case, State ex rel. Crow v. City of St. Louis, 
73 s.w. 623 (Mo. 1903), the Missouri Supreme Court held that the 
city of St. Louis had the authority to indemnify a police officer 
from loss arising out of a suit against him because of an acci
dental shooting occurring in the course of his employment. We 
do not regard that case as authority in this instance inasmuch 
as the city involved was a charter city and the Missouri Legis
lature has not seen fit to authorize the county to indemnify 
its officers. 

We believe the Brookshire case answers your question. 

Very truly yours, 

ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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LI13RARIES: 
CITY LIBRARIES : 

The Jefferson City Library Board 
has no authority to establish a 
fund other than the funds spe
cifically provided for by statute. 

OPINION NO . 54 

June 21, 1977 

Honorable James R . Strong 
State Representative, District 119 
Room 106, Capitol Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Representative Strong: 

Fl LED 
$:~ 

This is in response to your request for an opinion as to 
whether the Jefferson City Library Board has the authority to 
establish a fund other than one of those provided for in Sec
tions 182 . 200 and 182.260, RSMo. The facts giving rise to this 
r equest are as follows : The board of trustees of the Jefferson 
City Library owned the Carnegie Free Public Library Building 
in Jefferson City , which was sold when a new library was con
structed. 

Under a cooperative agreement , the costs of operation of 
the Thomas Jefferson Library System are shared by the Jefferson 
City Library, Cole County Library District and three other 
county library districts as members of the Thomas Jefferson Li 
brary System . However , the Jefferson City Library Board main
tains city library funds under Section 182.140 (City Library 
Fund) and Section 182 . 260 (Library Building Fund). The pro
ceeds of the sale of the Carnegie Free Public Library Building 
belong to the Jefferson City Library District . 

Section 182 . 140, RSMo , provides for an election to establish 
a tax to provide for free public libraries in certain cities. 
Subsection 2 provides in part : 

" . .. The proceeds of the levy, together with 
all interest accruing on same , with library 
fines, collections , bequests and donations 
in money shall be deposited in the city trea
sury and shall be kn own as the ' city library 
fund ' , . .. 



Honorable James R. Strong 

Se ction 182.200, RSMo, pertaining to powers of the board 
of trustees , provides in part; 

"4. They shall have the exclusive control 
of the expenditure of all moneys collected 
to the credit of the library fund, and of 
the construction of any library building, 
and of the supervision, care and custody 
of the grounds, rooms or buildings con
structed, leased or set apart for that pur
pose. All moneys received f or the library 
shall be deeosited in the city treasury 
to the cred1t of the city library fund, 

" 

Section 182 . 260, RSMo, provides for levying a tax for the 
erection of free public library buildings and the establishment 
of a separate fund to be known as the "Library Building Fund." 

Any reasonable doubt concerning the existence of the power 
of a municipal corporation is resolved against the municipal cor
poration . Maryville v . Farmers Trust Company of Maryville, 
45 S.W.2d 103 (K.C . Mo.App . 1931) . 

A municipal corporation is but a creature or political sub
division of the state, and, therefore, in possession only of such 
powers and authority as are conferred upon it by express or 
implied provisions of law. State v. Steinbach, 274 S . W.2d 588 
(St . L . Ct .App. 1955). 

The Kansas City Court of Appeals said in the case of City of 
Meadville v. Caselman, 227 S.W.2d 77, 79-80 (K.C . Mo.App. 1950): 

" In the case of the City of St. Louis v . 
King, 226 Mo. 334, 126 s .w. 495, 497, 27 
L.R.A . ,N . S . , 608, 138 Am . St.Rep . 643, our 
Supreme Court said: 'In Knapp v. Kansas 
City, 48 Mo.App. 485, the doctrine is tersely 
stated to be: "It is a general and undis
puted proposition of law that a municipal 
corporation possesses and can exercise the 
following powers and none others: First, 
those granted in express words: second, 
those necessarily or farily implied in or 
incident to the powers expressly granted; 
third , those essential to the declared objects 
and purposes of the corporation--not simply 
convenient, but indispensable • . .• " ' " 

- 2 -



Honorable James R. Strong 

In view of the fact that the legislature has provided for 
the establishment of certain funds for library districts, it is 
our view that the establishment of an additional fund by a dis
trict is not expressly granted , not necessarily or fairly implied 
in or incident to powers expressly granted and not essential or 
indisper.sable to the objects and purposes of the district. 

We do not expres s any view as to the effect of the coopera
tive agreement entered into August 3, 1966 between the library 
boards of Jefferson City, Cole County, Miller County, Osage 
County and Maries County on the question you have asked. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the Jefferson City 
Library Board has no authority to establish a fund other than 
the funds specifically provided for by statute. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Bruce E. Anderson. 

Very truly yours , 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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SNOWMOBILES : 
MOTOR VEHICLES: 
DRIVERS ' LICENSES : 

A snowmobile is not required to be 
registered and licensed as a motor 
vehicl e, but it is unlawful to op
erate a snowmobile upon the high

ways of this state if it is not properly equipped and if the op
erator is not properly licensed. 

August 29 , 1977 

Honorable Norwood Creason 
Representative, District 16 
Room 412, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Representative Creason : 

OPINION NO. 56 

FILED 
~~ 

This is in answer to your request for an opinion from this 
office as follows: 

"1. Do snowmobiles fal l within the classi
fication of ' motor vehicles for the pur
pose of required licensing and registra
tion under Section 301 . 020 RSMo 1969 be
fore they can be lawfully operated on 
the highways of this state? 

"2. If the answer to No . 1 is in the negative, 
are there laws which prohibit the opera
tion of a snowmobile upon the highways of 
the State of Missouri?" 

You do not describe a snowmobile. We understand that there 
are a wide variety of snowmobile designs . For the purpose of this 
opinion we will assume that a snowmobile is a self-propelled ma
chine which travels on two fabric and rubber endless belts, one 
on each rear side of the machine , kept in motion by two driving 
wheels so that the machine moves forward with the revolutions of 
the belts, with skids in front. 

You inquire whether a snowmobile is required to be licensed 
and registered under the provisions of Section 301.020, RSMo 1969, 
before it can be lawfully operated on the highways of the state . 

The licensing and registration of motor vehicles is governed 
by Chapter 301, RSMo. Section 301.010, as amended by Laws 1974 , 
provides that as used in Chapter 301 the following terms mean: 
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"(15) ' Motor vehicle ' , any self-propelled 
vehicle not operated exclusively upon tracks , 
except farm tractors; 

* * * 
"(31) 'Vehicle', any mechanical device 

on wheels , designed primarily for use on high
ways, except those propel l ed or drawn by human 
power, or those used exclusively on fixed rails 
or tracks." 

Section 301.020 requires every owner of a motor vehicle which 
shall be operated or driven upon the highways of this state to 
apply for registration of such vehicle with the Director of Revenue. 

A snowmobile, as we describe the machine , is a self-propelled 
vehicle not operated exclusively on tracks and would come within 
the definition of a motor vehicle under paragraph (15) if it is a 
"vehicle." The term "vehicle , " as used in this chapter, is defined 
as any mechanical device on wheels , designed pri marily for use on 
highways , and is to be included in the definition of "motor vehi 
cle" which has to be registered under this chapter . Unless it is 
a mechanical device on wheels, it does not come within t he defini
tion of a motor vehicle which is required to be registered and li
censed under Chapter 301. Only motor vehicles as defined in Chap
ter 301 are required to be licensed for operation upon the highways 
of this state. Highway is defined in Section 301 .010 as any pub
lic thoroughfare for vehicles including state roads, · county roads, 
and public streets, avenues, boulevards , parkways, or alleys in 
any municipality. It. is our opinion that a snowmobile is not a 
mechanical device on wheels since it gets i ts traction for mo
bility to move forward from the revolution of the belts and not 
from wheels . Further , it is our unders t anding snowmobil es are not 
designed primarily for use on highways . Therefore , snowmobiles are 
not required to be registered and licensed under Chapter 30 1 before 
being operated on the highways of this state . 

In answer to your second question asking whether there are 
any laws which prohibit the operation of a snowmobile upon the 
highways of this state , it is our opinion that there are no laws 
which express l y prohibit the use of snowmobiles on such highways . 

There are some statutory regulations which do. apply to the 
operation of snowmobiles upon the highways of the state such as 
traffic regulations and vehicle equipment regulations . Chapter 
302 , RSMo, dealing with driver ' s and chauffeu r ' s licenses applies 
to persons operating snowmobi l es because of the definition of mo
tor vehicles in that chapt~r . That definition, found in Section 
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302.010(9), RSMo 1969, is " .. . any self-propelled vehicle not 
operated exclusively upon tracks." Snowmobiles come within this 
definition. Further, snowmobile operators are not within any spe
cific exemption to the requirements of Chapter 302. 

Sections 304.014 to 304.026, RSMo, dealing with traffic reg
ulations, apply to snowmobiles. The definitional section appli
cable to those sections is Section 304 . 025.2, RSMo 1969, wherein 
vehicle is defined to mean " ... any device operated on highways, 
except those used exclusively on rails or tracks." This would 
clearly place snowmobiles within the provisions of those sections. 

The light regulations of Sections 307.020 to 307.120, RSMo 
1969, also apply to snowmobiles. See Section 307.020(8), RSMo, 
which defines vehicle as: 

" every device in, upon or by which a 
person or property is or may be transported 
upon a highway, excepting devices moved by 
human power or used exclusively upon sta
tionary rails or tracks;" 

Also, the vehicle equipment safety compact, Section 307.250, Ar
ticle II(a), RSMo 1969, defines vehicle as: 

" .• every device in, upon or by which 
any person or property is or may be trans
ported or drawn upon a highway, excepting 
devices moved by human power or used exclu
sively upon stationary rails or tracks." 

Therefore, the compact would be applicable to snowmobiles. 

The motor vehicle safety inspection law, Section 307.350, 
RSMo Supp. 1975, would not apply to snowmobiles since it refers 
for its definition back to Chapter 301, which does not apply to 
snowmobiles. 

We avoid a detailed discussion of all of the possible statu
tory interpretations respecting snowmobiles because such a de
tailed examination of the laws should be made on a case-by-case 
basis. For the same reason, we do not pass upon the application 
of city ordinances to snowmobiles. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that a snowmobile is not 
required to be registered and licensed as a motor vehicle but 
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that it is unlawful to operate a snowmobile upon the highways of 
this state if it is not properly equipped and if the operator is 
not properly licensed. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Moody Mansur. 

Yours very truly , 

~~~......._-
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attor ney General 
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See : State ex rel. Lack v . Melton, 629 S . W. 2d 302 (Mo . bane 1985). 

COUNTY COURT: 
DEPUTY ASSESSORS: 
ASSESSORS: 

A county assessor in a third class 
county may appoint such clerks and 
deputies as h e deems necessary sub
ject to the approval of the county 
court. 

OPINION NO . 60 

April 8, 1977 

Mr. Abe R. Paul 
Prosecuting Attorney 
McDonald County, Courthouse 
Pineville, Missouri 64B56 

Dear Mr. Paul: 

This letter is in response to your question asking: 

"1. Does the County Court have authority 
to hire an additional clerical or 
stenographic assistant due to illness 
and incapacity of the elected Assessor. 

"la. Does the County Assessor have authority 
to hire an additional clerk or deputy 
assistant to assume the duties or per
form in the absence of the duly elected 
assessor who is incapacitated due to 
illness?" 

You also state : 

"The elected assessor is presently incapac
itated due to illness and unable to carry out 
the duties of his office. The County Court 
had, prior to his illness, budgeted for one 
deputy to assist him in the office at the 
assessor's request . The assessor has re
quested an additional sum of money in his 
current budget to hire another deputy to 
serve in his absence while he is out of his 
office ." 

Fl LED 

too 



Mr. Abe R. Paul 

McDonald County is a third class county. The applicable 
section is Section 53.071, RSMo Supp. 1975. Subsection l of 
that section provides in pertinent part as follows: 

11 
•• each county assessor, except in coun-

ties of the first class, shall receive an 
annual salary for his services and shall, 
subject to the approval of the county court, 
appoint the additional clerks and deputies 
that he deems necessary for the prompt and 
proper discharge of the duties of his office. 
A portion of each county assessor's salary 
and of the salaries for his clerks and dep
uties shall be paid by the state in an amount 
equal to the sum paid by the state for asses
sor's , clerks', and deputies' compensation in 
that county in the year 1969, and the remain
der of the assessor ' s salary and the salaries 
for his clerks and deputies shall be paid by 
his county. . . . 11 

It is our view that even though the assessor is incapacitated 
and the deputy in this instance would be hired to help in his 
absence , there is sufficient authority in the provisions of Sec
tion 53 . 071 for the assessor to hire such a deputy subject to the 
approval of the county court . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that a county assessor in 
a third class county may appoint such clerks and deputies as he 
deems necessary subject to the approval of the county court. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach. 

Very truly yours, 

~~~~ 
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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LIMITED DRIVING PRIVILEGES: 
MOTOR VEHICLES: 
DRIVERS' LICENSES : 
LICENSES: 

A magi s trate court which convicts 
a driver , who is driving under a 
court order of a different court 
granting hardship driving privi
l eges, of an offense which results 

in the assessment of points under the provisions of Section 302 . 
302, RSMo Supp . 1975, other than a violation of a municipal stop 
sign o~J~nance where no accident is involved , is required, under 
Section 302 . 309, RSMo , to notify the driver , the director of 
revenue and the court which g r anted the order, of the conviction. 
Such magistrate court does not have the authority to require 
that the defendant surrender the order granr.ing hardship driv
ing privileges, although such order is t erminated as a matter 
of law. 

OPINION NO . 61 

June 28, 1977 

Mr. c. E . Hamilton, Jr . 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Callaway County, Courthouse 
Fulton, Missouri 65251 

Dear Mr. Hamilton: 

FiLED 

~I 

This is in response to your request for an opinion of this 
office asking whether, a magistrate court which convicts the 
holder of a limited driving order issued by a different court 
under Section 302 . 309, RSMo , of a driving offense which termi
nates such order under such section , has au t hority to require 
the surrender of the order of the court which granted the limited 
driving privilege. 

Section 302 . 309 , RSMo , provides that when any court of 
record having jurisdiction finds that a chauffeur or operator 
is required to operate a motor vehicle in connection with his 
business, occupation or employment , the court , if certain con
ditions are met, may grant such limited driv ing privilege as 
the circumstances of the case justify if the court also finds 
undue hardship on the individual in earning a livelihood, and 
while so operating a motor vehicle within the restrictions and 
limitations of the court order the driver shall not be guilty 
of operating a motor vehicle without a valid driver ' s license. 
It further provides in part as follows : 
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"(4} The court order granting the hard
ship driving privilege shall indicate the 
termination date of the order, which shall 
be not later than the end of the period of 
suspension or revocation. A copy of the 
order shall be sent by the clerk of the 
court to the director, and a copy shall be 
given to the driver which shall be carried 
by him whenever he operates a motor vehicle . 
A conviction which results in the assess-
ment of points under the provisions of sec
tion 302 . 302, other than a violation of a 
municipal stop sign ordinance where no acci
dent is involved , against a driver who is 
operating a vehicle under the authority of 
a court order terminates the order , and the 
court in which the conviction occurs shall 
immediately so notify the driver, the di
rector and the court which granted the order ." 

Under this subsection, the operator is required to carry with 
him a copy of the court order whenever he is operating a motor 
vehicle. If he is convicted of a violation which results in 
the assessment of points under the provisions of Section 302 .302 , 
RSMo Supp . 1975, other than a violation of a municipal stop 
sign ordinance where no accident is involved, such conviction 
terminates the order and the court in which the conviction 
occurs must immediately notify the driver, the director and 
the court which granted the order. 

We find no authority for the court in which the last con
viction is had to require the surrender of the order of the 
court which granted the hardship driving privilege . Such order 
at that point becomes functus officio. However, the legislature 
has not authorized the court in which the conviction is had to 
make any endorsement upon the order granting the hardship driv
ing privilege or to require the defendant to surrender such 
order . The authority of the convicting court is limited to 
notifying the driver, the director of revenue and the court 
which granted the order of the subsequent conviction resulting 
in the assessment of points . 

CONCLUSION 

I t is the opinion of this office that a magistrate court 
which convicts a driver, who is driving under a court order of 
a different court granting hardship driving privileges, of an 
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offense which results in the assessment of points under the pro
visions of Section 302 . 302, RSMo Supp. 1 975 , other than a vio
lation of a municipal stop sign ordinance where no accident is 
involved , is required , under Section 302.309 , RSMo , to notify 
the driver , the director of revenue and the court which granted 
the ord~~ , of the conviction. Such magistrate court does not 
have the authority to require that the defendant surrender the 
order granting hardship driving privileges , although such order 
is terminated as a matter of law . 

The forego ing opinion , which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, John C . Klaffenbach. 

Very truly yours , 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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AMBULANCE DISTRICTS: An ambulance district may borrow 
money and become indebted in an 

amount not in excess of the anticipated revenue for the c urrent 
year plus ·any unencumbered balances from previous years without 
a vote by the people. 

OPINION NO. 62 

March 9, 1977 

Honorable Ron Bockenkamp 
Missouri House of Representatives 
Room 116B, State Capitol 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Bockenkamp: 

FIL ED 

~ 

This is in answer to your op~n~on request of recent date 
in which you ask the following question: 

"Can an ambulance district organized under 
chapter 190 RSMo borrow money without issuing 
bonds or holding a special election as called 
for by Section 190.065 RSMo." 

Section 190.065, RSMo Supp. 1975, to which you refer in 
your opinion request, provides in part as follows: 

"1. For the purpose of purchasing any prop
erty or equipment necessary or incidental to 
the operation of an ambulance service, the 
board of directors may borrow money and issue 
bonds for the payment thereof in the manner 
provided herein. The question of the loan 
shall be decided at a special election ordered 
by the board of directors of the district and 
held at such time as the board of directors 
designates. Notice of the election, the amount 
and the purpose of the loan shall be given as 
provided in section 190.035. 

"2 . The qualified voters at the election 
shall vote by ballot, which shall be in sub
stantially the following form: 
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(Amount and purpose 

For the loan 

Against the loan 

of loan) 

0 
D 

A cross mark (X) in the square before the 
words 'for the loan' shall be counted as a 
vote for the bonds, a cross mark (X) before 
the words 'against the loan' shall be counted 
as a vote against the bonds. 

If two-thirds of the votes cast are for the 
loan, the board shall, subject to the restric
tions of subsection 3, be vested with the power 
to borrow money in the name of the district, 
to the amount and for the purposes specified 
on the ballot, and issue the bonds of the 
district for the payment thereof." 

Section 190.060, RSMo Supp. 1975, provides in part as 
follows: 

"1. An ambulance district shall have and 
exercise the following governmental powers, 
and all other powers incidental, necessary, 
convenient or desirable to carry out and 
effectuate the express powers: 

* * * 
(5) To borrow money and to issue bonds, 

notes, certificates, or other evidences of 
indebtedness for the purpose of accomplish
ing any of its corporate purposes, subject 
to compliance with any condition or limita
tion set forth in sections 190.005 to 190.085 
or otherwise provided by the Constitution of 
the state of Missouri;" 

It is our view that the provisions of Section 190.065, re
quiring a vote by the people, are applicable only when an ambulance 
district desires to become indebted in an amount greater than the 
amount of revenue anticipated for the current year, plus unencum
bered balances from previous years. It is our view that under 
the provisions of Section 26(a} of Article VI of the Constitution 
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of Missouri the ambulance district is authorized to became in
debted in an amount not "exceeding in any year the income and 
revenue provided for such year plus any unencumbered balances 
from previous years." Section 26(a) of Article VI of the Missouri 
Constitution provides as follows: 

"No county , city, incorporated town or 
village, school district or other political 
corporation or subdivision of the state shall 
become indebted in an amount exceeding in any 
year the income and revenue provided for such 
year plus any unencumbered balances from pre
vious years, except as otherwise provided in 
this constitution. " 

Ambul ance districts under provisions of Section 190 . 010(2), RSMo 
Supp . 1975 , are "political subdivisions of the state." 

The Supreme Court of Missouri held that Section 26(a) of 
Article VI of the Constitution of Missouri is self- enforcing in 
the case of First National Bank of Stoutland v. Stoutland School 
Di strict , 319 S.W.2d 570 (Mo. 1958). The court said l.c. 572-573: 

"In July 1949 , Stoutland School District 
R2 of Laclede and Camden counties became a 
r eorganized school district with its school 
building in Stoutland and Camden County des
ignated as the county to which it belonged. 
V.A.M.S., Sees. 165.657 to 165.707. When the 
district started operations in September 1951 , 
it, of course , had no working capital and in
sufficient funds with which to pay its current 
operating expenses. The district was depen
dent upon the receipt of i ts portion of taxes 
which were not collected and distributed to 
the district so as to corr espond with its 
current expenses and obligations. At one point , 
for example, in 1953 there were no funds on 
hand and no assurance that salaries would be 
paid and the teachers refused to continue with 
thei r contracts and school was closed for two 
weeks. To meet the exigencies of thi s per
petua l s i tuation and, as one of the witnesses 
said, ' to prevent the i nterruption of school ,' 
the school board, each year , secured advances 
and borrowed money from the plaintiff bank 
and after its share of the revenue carne in 
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repaid the loans. 1953 was a typical year; 
by February there were no funds and the school 
board met for the purpose of authorizing its 
officers to enter into a loan arrangement with 
the bank . At this meeting, at which minutes 
were regularly kept, the board passed a reso
lution authorizing its officers to borrow 
$6,000 from the bank at 6% interest . On Feb
ruary lOth the cashier of the bank , after 
examining the minutes, deposited $6,000 in 
the district's account and subsequently the 
district issued checks against the account in 
payment of teachers' salaries, bus transpor
tation and other usual school expenses. In 
similar circumstances on February 14th and 
again on April 18th the board borrowed and the 
bank advanced the further sums of $10,000 and 
$15 , 000, and thus in 1953 the district borrowed 
a total of $31,000. While, as has been said , 
the board frequently had no funds on hand with 
which to meet current expenses, the loans were 
always made in anticipation of its revenue and 
each calendar year in which the loans were made 
the district eventually received from tax sources 
more than enough revenue to repay the loans; for 
example, its ascertainable anticipated revenue 
for the calendar year 1953 was $120,426.74 , the 
unencumbered anticipated sum on the date of the 
$6 , 000 loan being $99 , 839.42 . 

"Admittedly , no constitutional or statutory 
p r ovision expressly authorizes a school dis
trict to borrow money in this or any other man
ner. Nevert heless, Section 26 (a) of A.rticle 6 , 
Const . Mo. 1945 , is a self-enforcing grant of 
power to school districts to incur an indebted
ness for public school purposes in an amount 
not ' exceeding in any year the income and r ev
enue provided for such year plus any unencum
bered balances from previous years*** · ' 
State ex rel. Gilpin v. Smith, 339 Mo . 194, 
96 S . W. 2d 40; State ex Inf. Dalton v. Metro
politan St. Louis Sewer Di st. , 365 Mo . 1, 275 
S . W. 2d 225; Bull v. McQuie , 342 Mo . 851, 119 
S.W.2d 204; State ex rel. Clark County v. Hack
mann, 280 Mo. 686, 218 S.W . 318; Trask v . Liv
ingston County, 210 Mo . 5 82, 109 S.W . 656 , 37 
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L.R.A.,N.S., 1045; Book v. Earl, 87 Mo. 246. 
A constitutional limitation on the extent, 
amount, or purpose of a school district's bor~ 
rowing power is not a limitation on its author
ity to incur any indebtedness whatever (79 C.J.S . 
Schools, and School Districts § 325Gb), p. 15}, 
and, as of course, the payment of its debts 
and obligations, legally incurred, is a public 
school purpose . State ex rel. Gilpin v. Smith, 
supra; State ex rel. Clark County v. Hackmann, 
supra .... " 

The power of an ambulance district to borrow money under 
provisions of Section 26(a) of Article VI of the Constitution 
is recognized by the provisions of Section 190.060 . 1(5) . 

CONCLUSION 

It is, therefore, the opinion of this office that an ambu
lance district may borrow money and become indebted in an amount 
not in excess of the anticipated revenue for the current year 
plus any unencumbered balances from previous years without a 
vote by the people . 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, C. B. Burns, Jr. 

Very truly yours, 

~ROLF~T~~M~~~~~ 
Attorney General 
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TAXATION: 
ASSESSMENT: 

The assessed valuation of new 
motor vehicles held for sale in 
the ordinary course of business 
is to be determined pursuant to 
Section 150.040(2), and that this 
amount is not to be further re
duced by virtue of Section 137. 
115, RSMo Supp. 1975. 

NEW MOTOR VEHICLES: 

March 17, 1977 

Robert F. Love, Chairman 
Missouri State Tax Commission 
P.O. Box 146 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Love: 

OPINION NO. 64 

This is in response to your request for an official opinion 
from this office answering the following question: 

"Does §137.115 [RSMo Supp. 1975], re
quiring assessors to assess all property 
at 33 1/3% of true value, apply to Senate 
Bill No. 820 [now enacted as §§ 150.035 
and 150.040, RSMo Supp. 1976], which pro
vides that the inventory valuation for 
assessment of the ad valorem tax on new 
vehicles shall be 9.5% of the gross amount 
received from sales by merchants for new 
motor vehicles sold by them from Janu-
ary 1 through March 31, of each year?" 

Although there appears to be some serious constitutional 
problems with the statutory classification of new motor vehicles 
which is set forth in Section 150.040(2), RSMo Supp. 1976, this 
opinion does not address itself to that issue. For purposes of 
answering your question, the constitutionality of the statute 
is presumed. 

Section 137.115, RSMo Supp. 1975, provides the general rule 
regarding the assessment of real and tangible personal property 
in Missouri. This section requires the assessor or his deputies 
in all counties of this state including the City of St. Louis to 
assess real and tangible personal property at 33 1/3% of its true 
value ih money. The applicable ad valorem tax rate is then 
levied upon this assessed valuation. 
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However, in enacting Section 150.040(2), RSMo Supp. 1976, 
the legislature has set forth a different method for assessing 
new motor vehicle inventories. The relevant provision of the 
act in question reads as follows: 

"Merchants shall pay an ad valorem tax 
equal to that which is levied upon real es
tate on new motor vehicles. The inventory 
valuation for assessment purposes for the ad 
valorem tax on new motor vehicles shall be 
nine and one-half percent of the gross a
mount received from sales by merchants for 
new motor vehicles sold by them from Janu
ary first through March thirty-first of each 
year, and the assessor of each county and the 
city of St. Louis shall have the authority 
to inspect the books of each merchant for 
the purpose of determining said sales." 

The legislature has placed new motor vehicles held for sale 
in the ordinary course of business in a separate class for pur
poses of tax assessment. The "assessed valuation" of other real 
and tangible personal property is arrived at by taking 33 1/3% 
of the property's true value in money, pursuant to Section 137. 
115, RSMo Supp. 1975. However, the "assessed valuation" of 
an automobile dealer's inventory of new motor vehicles is now 
to be determined by taking 9 1/2% of the gross amount received 
from the sales of new motor vehicles between January 1 and March 31 
of each year pursuant to Section 150.040(2). The first sentence 
of Section 150.040(2) merely provides that the rate of the ad 
valorem tax levied on new motor vehicle inventories shall be 
"equal to that which is levied upon real estate". 

Had the legislature intended the valuation arrived at pur
suant to Section 150.040, RSMo Supp. 1976, to be further re
duced for assemment purposes to 33 1/3%, it would have so pro
vided. On the contrary, the legislature clearly stated that 
9 1/2% of the gross amount received from sales of new motor 
vehicles during the first three months of each year shall be 
the inventory valuation of these vehicles for assessment pur
poses. 
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CONCLUSION 

Therefore, it is the opinion of this office that the 
assessed valuation of new motor vehicles held for sale in the 
ordinary course of business is to be determined pursuant to 
Section 150.040(2), and that this amount is not to be further 
reduced by virtue of Section 137.115, RSMo Supp. 1975. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was pre
pared by my assistant, s ·~ Joel Wilson. 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
ASHCROFT - ~ 

Attorney General 
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POLICE: 
CITY POLICE: 
CITIES, TOWNS & VILLAGES~ 
INITIATIVE & REFERENDUM: 

A fourth class city board of alder
men which has, with the approval of 
the voters , provided for the appoint
ment of a chief of police under the 
provisions of Section 79 . 050, RSMo, 

has the authority 
the vote rs and to 

to repeal such ordinance without approval of 
reestablish the office of city marshal. 

OPINION NO. 65 

February 23 , 1977 

Honorable William E . Seay 
Missouri House of Representatives 
Room 315, State Capitol 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Representative Seay: 

F l LE D 
(p~ 

This opinion is in response to your question asking as 
follows: 

"In what manner does a City of the 4th Class 
in the State of Missouri which has voted by 
majority vote under the terms of 79 . 050 of 
the 1969 Revised Statutes of Missouri as 
amended to create the position of an ap
pointed Chief of Police negate that action 
and restore the office of an elected City 
Marshal and abolish the office of appointive 
Chief of Police. " 

Section 79.050, RSMo , to which you refer, provides: 

"The following officers shall be elected 
by the qualified voters of the city, and shall 
hold office for the term of two years and 
until their successors are elected and qual
ified, to wit: Mayor and board of aldermen. 
The board of aldermen may provide by ordi
nance, after the approval of a majority of 
the voters voting at an election at which 
the issue is sUbmitted, for the appointment 
of a collector and for the appointment of a 
chief of police who shall perform all duties 
required of the marshal by law , and any other 
police officers found by the board of alder
men to be necessary for the good government 
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of the city. If the board of aldermen does 
not provide for the appointment of a chie f 
of police and collector as provided by this 
section, a city marshal and collector shall 
be elected, and the board of aldermen may 
provide by ordinance that the same person 
may be elected marshal and collector, at 
the same election, and hold both offices and 
the board of aldermen may provide by ordi
nance for the election of city assessor, city 
attorney, city clerk and street commissioner , 
who shall ho ld their respective offices for 
a term of two years and until their succes
sors shall be elected or appointed and 
qualified." (Emphasis added) 

This office previously held in Opinion Letter No . 166, issued 
February 18, 1971, to Sponsler, that the initiative could not be 
used to reestablish the office of elected marshal under Section 
79.050. A copy of that opinion is enclosed, as well as the opin
ion on which it relied , Opinion Letter No. 100, issued December 1, 
1961, to Young . This view is also stated in McQuillin, Municipal 
Corporations, 3rd Ed., Vol. 5, §16.49 : 

" ... In no event, however, can a munici
pality submit an ordinance to a vote of elec
tors without legal authorization , which must 
come from the constitution itself or from a 
provision of the charter or statute .. . . " 

Since we have no provision for submitting to the voters the 
question of whether ' or not the office should revert to that of 
marshal, we must look to the language of the section itself and 
to the powers of the board of aldermen to determine how this may 
be accomplished. 

You will note that we have underscored the pertinent portion 
from Section 79.050, which provides that the board of aldermen may 
provide by ordinance after the approval of a majority of the 
voters, for the appointment of a chief of police to perform the 
duties of the marshal. The word "may" is permissive generally 
in its ordinary sense and we believe that it is used in that 
manner here . See Chapter 1, RSMo, Construction of Statutes. See 
also Opinion No. 149 , issued April 22, 1964, to O 'Brien, copy 
enclosed. The language of the statute is clear and concise and 
means simply that the board of aldermen has the authority to pass 
an ordinance abolishing the office of marshal if the voters have 
given prior approval to this exercise of authority . There is 
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nothing in the statute which requires that the matter of reestab
lishing the office of city marshal be resubmitted to the voters. 
The board of aldermen having the authority to enact the ordinance 
establishing the office of chief of police and abolishing the 
office of city marshal similarly has the authority to repeal the 
ordinance and to reestablish the office of city marshal . 

It has been stated even with respect to ordinances adopted 
by the initiative (where the initiative is authorized} that in 
the absence of constitutional or statutory limitations a municipal 
council of a noncharter city has the power to amend or repeal 
such an ordinance adopted by the electors of the city . McQuillin, 
Municipal Corporations, 3rd Ed . , Vol. 6, §21.03, citing State v . 
Cartledge, 195 N.E. 237 (Ohio}. 

We assume in answering your question that the city has not 
purported to provide for any term or tenure rights for the city 
police chief and therefore we do not direct ourselves to such 
questions. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that a fourth class city 
board of aldermen which has, with the approval of the voters, 
provided for the appointment of a chief of police under the pro
vision of Section 79 . 050, RSMo, has the authority to repeal such 
ordinance without the approval of the voters and to reestablish 
the office of city marshal . 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach . 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 

Enclosures: Op . Ltr . No. 166 
2/18/71, Sponsler 

Op. Ltr . No. 100 
12/1/61 , Young 

Op . No. 149 
4/22/64, O'Brien 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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APPROPRIATIONS : 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI: 
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW : 

Honorable Donald L. Manford 
State Senator , District 8 

The legislature is not prohibited by 
Article IX, Section 9(a), Constitu
tion of Missouri, when appropriating 
from general revenue to the Board of 
Curators for the University of Mis
souri , from specifying amounts for 
each campus. 

February 23, 1977 

OPINION NO. 68 

FJ LED 
_J _ 0 
.ID ~~ 

Room 221 , State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Senator Manford : 

This is in response to your request for an official opinion 
of this office concerning the question of whether the General 
Assembly has the constitutional authori ty, when appropriating 
moneys from general revenue for the University of Missouri, to 
specify items and purposes in any more detail than one 11 lump sum 11 

to the Board of Curators for the entire university system . You 
have suggested that the legislature is considering instead of 
the "lump sum" appropriation for the university system which has 
basically been utilized in the past recent years, that appropria
tions be "itemized" at least by specifying amounts for each campus . 

The difference between these two approaches in appropriations 
was stated in Starling Rea l ty Corporation v . State, 20 N. Y.S.2d 
878, 883 (1940), as follows: 

"[4] Further to the claim that moneys were 
in fact available, some reference should be 
made to the difference between a lump sum ap
propriation and an itemized line appropria
tion . The lump sum appropriation leaves the 
allocation of the sum appropriated to the 
Board or body for whom the appropriation is 
made, while in the itemized line appropria
tion, the allocation or segregation is made 
by the Legislature. Nellis v. State, 204 
App.Div. 176, 197 N.Y . S. 762 . " 

The General Assembly has the power to enact any law not pro
hibited by the Constitution, for the State Constitution, unlike 
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the Federal Constitution which is a grant of power, is a limita
tion on legislative power. State ex inf. Danforth v. Merrell, 
530 S.W.2d 209 (Mo.Banc 1975). In particular the power of the 
General Assembly with respect to public funds, subject to con
stitutional limitations, is supreme. State ex rel. Davis v. 
Smith, 75 S.W.2d 828 (Mo.Banc 1934). 

In carrying out this power, the legislature must specify 
sums of money, defined as an "item" in State ex rel. Cason v. 
Bond, 495 S.W.2d 385 (Mo.Banc 1973), and for each item must 
specify a purpose for which the money is to be spent. Article 
IV, Sections 23 and 28, Constitution of Missouri; and see, State 
ex inf. Danforth v. Merrell, supra at 213. 

The Constitution does not specify, however, what is required 
or proper as to items and purposes and, in particular, does not 
specify whether lump sum appropriations state a sufficient pur
pose. The question of the validity of lump sum appropriations is 
not before us and we do not opine on the question. As to more 
itemized appropriations, while also not opining on the validity 
of any specific appropriations, we do note the court's approval 
of appropriations by divisions of departments and for each divi
sion three generally recognized purposes of personal service, 
equipment purchase and repair, and operations. The court also 
approved appropriations for parts or subpurposes of these three 
purposes. State ex inf. Danforth v. Merrell, supra, and also 
State ex rel. Cason v. Bond, supra. 

Thus, the power of the General Assembly to appropriate by 
line item to the Board of Curators is supreme unless prohibited 
by some provision of the Constitution of Missouri. 

It is suggested that Article IX, Section 9(a), Constitution 
of Missouri, is such a prohibition and that State ex rel. Curators 
of University of Missouri v. McReynolds, 193 S . W.2d 611 (Mo.Banc 
1946), and State ex rel. Thorn son v. Board of Reents for Northeast 
Missouri State Teachers College, 264 S.W. 698 {Mo.Banc 1924 , sup
port such conclusion. Article IX, Section 9{a), provides: 

"The government of the State University shall 
be vested in a board of curators consisting 
of nine members appointed by the governor, by 
and with the advice and consent of the senate." 

It was held in McReynolds, supra at 613, that the Board of 
Curators has sole control and custody of the fees received from 
dormitories and dining rooms. The court, however, did not base 
the decision on the predecessor of Article IX, Section 9(a), but 
based such decision on Thompson and a statute expressly excepting 
such fees from the requirement they be placed in the treasury. 
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The Thompson case, which is often cited as authority for in
dependent status of the University of Missouri , held that moneys 
received by a state college from insurance after a building was 
destroyed by fire did not have to be placed into the state trea
sury and thus be subject to appropriation before use by the col
lege . That case did not rely on or even cite Article IX , Section 
9(a) . The ruling was based on a historical use of certain funds 
of the state institutions of higher learning; and based on this 
historical custom, the court held such funds as received were 
not "revenuen of the state as meant by the constitutional provi
sions requiring state revenues to be placed in the treasury. 

Accordingly , neither McReynolds nor Thompson apply here. 
The only case in Missouri that discusses in any detail the board ' s 
power to govern the university is State ex rel. Heimberger v . 
Board of Curators of University of Missour i, 188 S.W. 128 (Mo. 
Bane 1916). In that case the university challenged the power of 
the legislature to establish by statute departments in the uni
versity. The board contended , based on the predecessor of Arti
cle IX, Section 9(a), l.c . 131-132: 

"[9 ) II . It is insisted the provision in sec
tion 5, art. 11 , that 'the government o f the 
state university shal l be vested in a board 
of curators' deprives the General Assembly 
of all power to legislate concerning the un
iversity with r espect to the establishment 
of new departments or new courses of study in 
established departments and, in itself, ren
ders invalid the act of March 23 , 1915 . Coun
sel do not mince words . In plain langauge they 
state their contention to be that the quoted 
words constitute the board of curators a sep
arate and distinct department of the state 
government, over which the General Assembly 
has no power and with which it has practically 
nothing to do e xcept to make such appropria
tions as it deems proper under that part of 
section 5 which deals with appropriations as 
above pointed out. Upon this phase of the 
case the argument depends wholly upon the 
meaning of the word ' government ' as it ap
pears in section 5 ." 

The court rejected this broad contention and held the act in 
question valid. 

In doing so , the court , at page 134, citing a provision of 
the Constitution dealing with appropriations as authority to sup
port the conclusion , stated : 
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"Neither at the time of the adoption of the 
Constitution in 1875 nor since has the state 
university had any income, independent of 
appropriations by the General Assembly, which 
bore any considerable ratio to the sums nec
essary for its maintenance. It must have 
been apparent to the framers of the Consti
tution that if the people adopted the Con
stitution, the university's development and 
growth, so far as money was required there
for, would depend upon appropriations from 
the state treasury. That these appropria
tions would be under the absolute control 
of the General Assembly the framers of the 
Constitution expressly provided. . . " 

There is one additional case which concerned the right of 
the board to govern the university that also dealt with the va
lidity of a statute which the board contends interfered with 
this right. Curators of University of Missouri v. Public Ser
vice Employees Local No. 45, 520 S.W.2d 54 (Mo.Banc 1975). The 
statutes involved granted rights of public employees to join la
bor organizations. The court rejected the contention that such 
statutes encroached on such right to govern. 

In view of these cases, particularly the Heimberger case, 
it is our opinion that the itemized appropriation suggested by 
your request would not unconstitutionally encroach upon the 
board's right to govern the university, particularly in view 
of the broad power of the General Assembly to control and di
rect the use of the state's general revenue. In this regard, 
we observe this view is in keeping with Article IX, Section 9(b) 
which reads: 

"The general assembly shall adequately 
maintain the State University and such 
other educational institutions as it may 
deem necessary." (Emphasis supplied) 

Further, we note that various kinds of line item appropria
tions have been made to the university in the past. See, for 
example, Laws of Missouri 1945, page 111; Laws of Missouri 1947, 
Section 7.010, pages 135-137; and Laws of Missouri 1949 , Section 
7 . 010, pages 123-125. 

This conclusion is supported by decisions in other states. 
State ex rel. Black v. State Board of Education, 196 P. 201 (Idaho 
1921), dealt with constitut1onal language more explicit than here, 
providing the Board of Regents shall have the "control and direction 
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of all the funds of , and appropriations to, the university. " Ar
ticle IX, Section 10 , Constitution of Idaho . The court said as 
to appropriations, l . c . 205: 

"When an appropriation of public funds is 
made to the Uni versity , the Legislature may 
impose such conditions and limitations as 
in its wisdom it may deem proper. If ac
cepted by the regents , it is coupled with 
the conditions , and can be expended only 
for the purposes and at the time and in the 
manner prescribed , and can be withdrawn 
from the state t r easury only as provided by 
law." 

In State ex rel. University of Minnesota v . Chase , 220 N. W. 
951 (Minn . 1928}, the court applied constitutional language sim
ilar to Missour i , stating l . c . 955 : 

" . .. At the one extreme, the Legislature 
has no power to make effective, in the form 
of law, a mere direction of academic policy 
or administrat ion . At the other extreme , 
it has the undoubted right within reason to 
condition appropriations as it sees fit ... . " 

And , in State Boar d of Agriculture v . State Administrative 
Board , 197 N.W . 160 (Mich . 1924} , the court stated , l.c . 161 , 
there was a distinction between funds received by way of appro
priations and other college funds, and that appropriations may 
be made upon condition that the money shall be used for a spe
cific purpose or upon any other conditions the legislature can 
l awfully impose . Thus the court con sidered the character of the 
conditions att ached to the appropriation in question . The first 
condition was that the money be used for a specific purpose of 
carrying on a cooperative agricultural extension program and 
this condition was upheld . The second condition was that the 
money be used subject to the general supervisory control of a 
state board created not by the Constitution but by the legisla
ture . Th i s second condi tion was hel d invalid . See also Regents 
of University of Michigan v . State, 208 N.W . 2d 871 (Mich.App . 
1973} affirmed in part 235 N. W. 2d 1 {Mich . 1975}, following the 
same rule. Finally, we have reviewed State Board of Agriculture 
v . Fuller , 147 N. W. 529 (Mich . 1914}, and find no depar ture from 
this rule . 
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CONCLUSION 

Therefore, it is the opinion of thi s office that the legis
lature is not prohibited by Article IX, Section 9(a) , Constitu
tion of Missouri , when appropriating from general revenue to the 
Board of Curators for the University of Missouri , from specifying 
amounts for each campus . 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant , Walter W. Nowotny , Jr. 

Yours very truly , 

~CROFT 
Attorney General 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW: Pursuant to Article IV, Section 51, 
Constitution of Missouri, persons 
appointed by the Governor to admin
istrative boards and commissions of 

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI: 
GOVERNOR : 

the state, including persons appointed to the Board of Curators 
of the University of Missouri, which appointments were made while 
the Senate was not in session, but which appointments require con
firmation by the Senate, cease to hold office after thirty days 
from the date the Senate next convened , if the Senate fails to 
act on said appointments and thereby did not give its advice and 
consent within thirty days after the Senate convened in special 
or regular session. 

OPINION NO. 69 

February 15 , 1977 

Honorable Norman L . Merrell 
President Pro Tern of the Senate 
Room 423, State Capitol 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Senator Merrell: 

F l LED 
0'1 

This is in response to your request for an opinion of this 
office concerning the following question: 

"Do persons appointed by the Governor to 
administrative boards and commissions of 
the state, and in particular persons ap
pointed to the Board of Curators of the 
University of Missouri, which appointments 
were made in 1976 while the Senate was not 
in session, but which appointments require 
confirmation by the Senate, hold office 
after thirty days from the date the Senate 
convened their session , if the Senate fails 
to act on said appointments and thereby did 
not give its advice and consent within thirty 
days after the Senate convened in special 
or regular session?" 

We believe the answer to this question is found in Article 
IV, Section 51, Constitution of Missouri, which provides as 
follows: 

"The appointment of all members of admin
istrative boards and commissions and of all 
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department and division heads , as provided 
by law, shall be made by the governor . All 
members of administrative boards and commis 
sions , all department and division heads and 
all other officials appointed by the governor 
shall be made only by and with the advice and 
consent of the senate. The authority to act 
of any person whose appointment requires the 
advice and consent of the senate shall com
mence , if the senate is in session, upon re
ceiving the advice and consent of the senate . 
If the senate is not in session , the authority 
to act shall commence immediately upon appoint
ment by the governor but shall terminate if 
the advice and consent of the senate is not 
given within thirty days after the senate has 
convened in regular or special session. If 
the senate fails to give its advice and con
sent to any appointee, that person shall not 
be reappointed by the governor to the same 
office or position . " {Emphasis supplied) 

We think that this explicit language which we have underlined in 
Section 51 is clear and unambiguous; and , therefore , it is our 
opinion that persons corning under the situation stated in your 
opinion request ceased to hold office after thirty days from the 
convening of the Senate in this session . We have reviewed Arti
cle VII, Section 12 , Constitution of Missouri , and Section 172 . 
050 , RSMo , and find they are inapplicable because they have been 
superseded by Article IV, Section 51 . Accordingly, such persons 
having ceased to hold office, they cannot in any way act as mem
bers of such boards or commissions and are not entitled to any 
of the prerequisites of said offices. Until new persons take 
office , it is then also our opinion that such offices are vacant . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that pursuant to Article IV, 
Section 51 , Constitution of Missouri, persons appointed by the 
Governor to administrative boards and commissions of the state, 
including persons appointed to the Board of Curators of the 
University of Missouri , which appointments were made while the 
Senate was not in session , but which appointments required con
firmation by the Senate , cease to hold office after thirty days 
from the date the Senate next convened , if the Senate fails to 
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act on said appointments and thereby did not give its advice and 
consent within thirty days after the Senate convened in special 
or regular session. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Walter W. Nowotny. 

Very truly yours, 

[tH~ A::CROFT 
Attorney General 

- 3 -



JOHN ASHCROFT 
AiTORNEY GENERAL 

ATTO.ll~Nll<JY (;JI<JNll<~UAL OIF" })[JU~SOUIIU 

JI<Hri•'J<}HSON CITY 

March 1, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 72 

Mr. Theodore L. Johnson, III 
Greene County Counselor 
P. 0. Box 4302 G.S. 
Springfield, M~ssouri 65804 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

This l~tter is in response to your question asking: 

"Can the Greene County Board of Equalization 
enter into contractual agreements with the 
City of Springfield, Missouri, and the R-XII 
School District of Springfield, Missouri, 
whereby the Board of Equalization would under
take its statutory duty to equalize assessment 
in Greene County, Missouri? To this extent 
the Board of Equalization has no financial 
ability to provide staff necessary to carry 
on such affirmative duty under the statutes 
to equalize assessment. To this extent can 
Greene County, Missouri, the City of Spring
field, and the R-XII School District enter 
into an agreement to share expenses for the 
Board of Equalization in carrying out its 
statutory mandate?" 

(3141 751-3321 

We·believe that our Opinion No. 114, 1969, which is enclosed 
and is self-explanatory, answers your question. You have indicated 
that you were of the view that such opinion is distinguishable. 
It is our view, however, that it is clearly indicated on page 2 
of that opinion that, ". . the St. Joseph School District does 
not have the authority to enter into a cooperative agreement with 
the City of St. Joseph and the County of Buchanan in undertaking 
the reevaluation of real property because it is not 'within the 
scope of the powers of such municipality and political subdivi-
sion,' as required by Section 70.220, RSMo . " Therefore, we 
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expressed our view that the school district could not enter into 
such contract because it lacked the authority to enter into such 
a contract. 

We conclude that the school district does not have the au
thority to enter into such a cooperative agreement with Greene 
County and the City of Springfield, Missouri. Having reached 
this conclusion, we are of the view that it is unnecessary to 
determine whether or not Greene County or the City of Springfield 
has authority to enter into such cooperative agreements. 

I 

Enclosure: Op. No~ 114 
9/23/69, Reed 

Very truly yours, 

Q~- a:,-(,\_~ -L-..._ 

CL .. ~~~ .. ~. ~~ ~ 
JOHN ASHCROFT ~ 
Attorney General 
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7\GRICUL'rURE: 
CORPORl\TIONS: 
FAMILY FARMS: 

A corporation, incorporated for the 
purpose of farming and the owne rship 
of agricultural land in Missouri, 
whose shares of voting stock are 

wholly owned and held by a family farm corporation, as defined 
by Section 350.010(5), RSMo Supp. 1975 , is neither a "family farm 
corporation" nor an "authorized farm corporation" within the mean
ing of Section 350.010(2) or (5), respectively. It is our further 
opinion that the subsidiary corporation referred to above, which 
owned agricultural land and operated said land as a farm prior 
to September 28, 1975, may continue to engage in farming and 
acquire agricultural land in Missouri within the limitations 
imposed by Section 350.015(3). We are of the further opinion 
that the subsidiary corporation referred to above must file an 
annual report, giving the information required by Sections 350. 
020.1 and 350.020.4, with the Director of the Missouri Department 
of Agriculture. 

OPINION NO. 76 

April 20, 1977 

Mr. Jack Runyan, Director 
Missouri Department of Agriculture 
Post Office Box 630 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Runyan: 

Fl LED 

7ft:; 

This is in response to your request for a formal opinion 
from this office posing the following questions: 

" (1) Is a corporati on, incorporated for the 
purpose of farming and the ownership of agri
cultural land in Missouri , whose shares of 
voting stock are wholly owned and held by a 
family farm corporation, as defined by Sec
tion 350.010(5) RSMo Supp. 1975, either an 
'authorized farm corporation ' or a 'family 
farm corporation' within the meaning of Sec
tion 350.010(2) or (5), respectively. 

"(2) If the wholly owned subsidiary corpora
tion referred to in Question 1, above, is not 
a family farm corporation or an authorized 
f~rm corporation, but owned agricultural land 
and operated said land as a farm prior to 
September · 28, 1975, may it continue to engage 
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in farming, within the meaning of Sections 
350 . 010(6) and 350.015(3), in Missouri . 

" (3) If the wholly owned subsidiary corpora
tion referred to in Questions 1 and 2 above 
may engage in farming in Missouri, is it 
required to file reports with the Director 
of the Missouri Department of Agriculture, 
purusant to 350.020 . " 

The sections you refer to in your request are part of Chapter 
350, RSMo Supp. 1975, enacted in 1975 by the Missouri General 
Assembly and entitled "An act relating to agricultural lands; 
regulating the ownership of such land by certain corporations; 
with penalty provisions." Laws 1975 , p. , S.C.S . H.C.S.H . B. 
No. 655 , Sections 1-5. Section 350.010(2) and (5) define , for the 
purposes of the act, an "authorized farm corporation" and "family 
farm corporation", as follows : 

"(2) ' Authorized farm corporation' means a 
corporation meeting the following standards: 

(a) All of its shareholders, other than 
any estate, or revocable and irrevocable 
trusts are natural persons; 

(b) It must receive two-thirds or more of 
its total net income from farming as de
fined in this section;" 

* * * 

"( 5) 'Family farm corporation' means a cor
poration incorporated for the purpose of 
farming and the ownership of agricultural 
land in which at least one- half of the vot
ing stock is held by and at least one-half 
of the stockholders are members of a family 
related to each other within the third degree 
of consanguinity or affinity including the 
spouses, sons-in-law and daughters-in- law of 
any such family member according to the rules 
of the common law, and at least one of whose 
stockholders is a person residing on or ac
tively operating the farm , and none of whose 
stockholders are a corporation prohibited 
by section 350.015 from entering into farm
ing, or any corporation which is subject to 
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the controlled expansion provisions of sec
tion 350.015; provided that a family farm 
corporation shall not cease to qualify as 
such hereunder by reason of any gift, devise 
or bequest of shares of voting stock. A per
son actively ope rating a farm shall include, 
but not be limited to, a person who has an 
ownership interest in the family farm cor
poration and exercises some management 
control or direction." 

The questioned corporation you refer to is a corporation wholly 
owned by a family farm corporation as defined in Section 350.010 
(5). We understand your inquiry to be whether this corporate 
arrangement qualifies the subsidiary as an authorized or family 
farm corporation. 

In construing statutory language, it is essential to deter
mine the intent and object of the legislature in enacting the 
statute in question by giving the words used therein their 
plain, rational and ordinary meaning. DePoortere v. Commercial 
Credit Corporation, 500 S . W.2d 724 (Mo.ct . App . at Spr. 1973); 
United Air Lines, Inc. v. State Tax Commission , 377 S.W.2d 444 
(Mo.Banc 1964). Where the language of the statute is plain and 
unambiguous, the Gene ral Assembly is presumed to have intended 
exactly what is directly state d in the statute. State v . Kraus, 
530 S . W. 2d 684 (Mo.Banc 1975); State ex rel. Zoological Park 
Subdistrict of the City and County of St. Louis v. Jordan, 521 
S.W.2d 369 (Mo . 1975); State e x rel. State Highway Commission 
v. Wiggins , 454 S.W. 2d 899 (Mo.Banc 1970). Applying these guide
lines to Section 350.010(2) and (5), it is clear that the cor
poration referred to in question 1 can neither qualify as an 
"authorized farm corporation" nor as a "family farm corporation". 
The questioned corporation is not an "authorized farm corporation" 
as none of its shareholders are natural persons. Further , the 
questioned corporation cannot qualify as a "family farm corpor
ation" as none of its shareholders are "members of a family 
related to each other within the third degree of consanguinity 
or affinity including the spouses, sons-in-law and daughters-in
law", and further, not one of its shareholders is a "person 
residing on or actively operating the farm . " Rather , all of 
the shares of the questioned corporation are owned and held by 
another corporation and not by natural persons or members of 
a family . 

The direct purpose and object of the Farming Corporations 
Act is the restriction and regulation of farming and ownership 
of agricultural land by certain corporations. Had the legislature 
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intended to allow corporations of the type referred to in your 
question 1 to engage in farming or own agricultural land, it 
could have done so. However, the plain meaning of Section 350 . 
010(2) and (5) indicates that either all of the shareholders of 
the corporation must be natural persons or in the latter case, 
at least half must be members of a family. Therefore, the 
subsidiary corporation referred to in your question 1 cannot 
qualify as an "authorized farm corporation" or "family farm 
corporation" within the meaning of Section 350.010(2) and (5) . 

In response to your second question, we refer you to At
torney General ' s Opinion Letter No. 224, issued December 21, 
1976, copy enclosed, in which it was held that Chapter 351, 
RSMo, relating to formation of corporations, permits incorpor
ation only for "lawful purposes", and therefore , a corporation 
may not be incorporated for the purpose of engaging in farming 
or owning agricultural lands unless that corporation meets one 
of the exceptions outlined in Section 350.015 of the Farming 
Corporations Act . In his opinion, the Attorney General stated: 

"The law clearly permits incorporation only 
for 'lawful' purposes. Chapter 350 outlines 
allowable purposes for corporate farming. 
Since Section 351 . 020 allows corporations 
to be formed only for lawful purposes, any 
entity which see ks incorporation for any 
purpose prohibited in Chapte r 350 should be 
denied incorporation. As a result, Section 
350.015 prohibits the incorporation of any 
entity to engage in farming unless that entity 
meets the exceptions outlined in Section 
350.015. Consequently, entities which can 
come within the exceptions of Section 350. 
015 should be allowed to incorporate." 

It is therefore our opinion that Section 350.015 prohibits 
any corporation from engaging in farming or owning agricultural 
land unless that corporation meets one of the exceptions out
lined in subsections 1-10 of Section 350.015. Section 350.015 
provides: 

"After September 28 , 1975, no corporation 
not already engaged in farming shall engage 
in farming; nor shall any corporation, di
rectly or indirectly, acquire , or otherwise 
obtain an interest, whether legal, beneficial 
or otherwise , in any title to agricultural 

- 4 -



Mr. Jack Runyan 

land in this state, provided, however, that 
the restrictions set forth in this section 
shall not apply to the following: 

(1) A bona fide encumbrance taken for 
purposes of security; 

(2) A family farm corporation or an au
thorized farm corporation as defined in sec
tion 350.010; 

(3) Agricultural land and land capable 
of being used for farming owned by a cor
poration as of September 28, 1975 including 
the normal expansion of such ownership at a 
rate not to exceed twenty percent, measured 
in acres, in any five-year period, or agri
cultural land and land capable of being used 
for farming which is leased by a corporation 
in an amount, measured in acres, not to ex
ceed the acreage under lease to such corpor
ation as of September 28, 1975 and the addi
tional acreage for normal expansion at a 
rate not to exceed twenty percent in any 
five-year period, and the additional acreage 
reasonably necessary whether to be owned or 
leased by a corporation to meet the require
ments of pollution control regulations. 

(4) A farm operated wholly for research 
or experimental purposes , including seed 
research and experimentation and seed stock 
production for genetic improvements , pro
vided that any commercial sales from such 
farm shall be incidental to the research or 
experimental objectives of the corporation ; 

(5) Agricultural land operated by a cor
poration for the purposes of growing nursery 
plants, vegetables, grain or fruit used exclu
sively for brewing or winemaking or distill
ing purposes and not for resale, for forest 
cropland or for the production of poultry, 
poultry products, fish or mushroom farming, 
production of registered breeding stock for 
sale to farmers to improve their breeding 
herds, for the production of raw materials 
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for pharmaceutical manufacture, chemical pro
cessing, food additives and related products, 
and not for resale. 

(6) Agricultural land operated by a cor
poration for the purposes of alfalfa dehy
dration exclusively and only as to said lands 
lying within fifteen miles of a dehydrating 
plant and provided further said crops raised 
thereon shall be used only for further pro
cessing and not for resale in its original 
form. 

(7) Any interest, when acquired by an edu
cational, religious, or charitable not for 
profit or pro forma corporation or associa
tion; 

(8) Agricultural land or any interest 
therein acquired by a corporation other than 
a family farm corporation or authorized farm 
corporation, as defined in section 350 . 010, 
for immediate or potential use in nonfarming 
purposes. A corporation may hold such agri
cultural land in such acreage as may be nec
essary to its nonfarm business operation; 
provided, however, that pending the develop
ment of agricultural land for nonfarm pur
poses, such land may not be used for farming 
except under lease to a family farm unit, a 
family farm corporation or an authorized 
farm corporation , or except when controlled 
through ownership, options, leaseholds, or 
other agreements by a corporation which has 
entered into an agreement with the United 
States of America pursuant to the New Com
munity Act of 1968 (Title rv of the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1968 , 42 u.s.c. 
3901-3914) as amended, or a subsidiary or 
assign of such a corporation; or 

(9) Agricultural lands acquired by a cor
poration by process of law or voluntary con
veyance in the collection of debts , or by any 
procedure for the enforcement of a lien or 
claim thereon, whether created by mortgage 
or otherwise; provided, that any corporation 
may hold for ten years real estate acquired 
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in payment of a debt, by foreclosure or other
wise, and for such longer period as may be 
provided by law. 

(10) The provisions of sections 350.010 
to 350.030 shall not apply to the raising of 
hybrid hogs in connection with operations 
designed to improve the quality, character
istics, profit ability, or market ability of 
hybrid hogs through selective breeding and 
genetic improvement where the primary pur
pose of such livestock raising is to pro
duce hybrid hogs to be used by farmers and 
livestock raisers for the improvement of the 
quality of their herds." 

While subsection (2) allows family farm corporations or autho
rized farm corporations, as defined in Section 350.010, to engage 
in farming or own agricultural land after September 28, 1975, we 
have previously determined that the corporation referred to in 
your question 1 does not qualify under either of these defini
tions. Further, we understand from your request that the ques
tioned corporation does not meet any of the exceptions of sub
sections (1) or (4) through (10) of Section 350.015. However, 
the facts provided in question 2 indicate that the disputed 
corporation owned agricultural land and operated the land as a 
farm prior to September 28, 1975. Applying the facts supplied 
in your request to Section 350.015(3), it is our opinion that 
the corporation you refer to may continue to retain ownership 
in agricultural land it owned as of September 28, 1975; may con
tinue to engage in farming on that land; may expand its owner
ship of agricultural land at a rate not to exceed twenty per
cent measured in acres in any five-year period; and may acquire 
through ownership or lease additional acreage reasonably nec
essary to meet the requirements of pollution control regulations. 

Your third question asks whether the questioned corporation, 
if engaged in farming, must file reports with the Director of 
the Missouri Department of Agriculture. Section 350 . 020.1 

"1. Every corporation engaged in farming 
or proposing to commence farming in this state 
after September 28, 1975, shall file with the 
director of the state department of agricul
ture a report containing the following informa
tion; 
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{1) The name of the corporation and its 
place of incorporation; 

(2) The address of the registered office 
of the corporation in this state, the name 
and address of its registered agent in this 
state and, in the case of a foreign corpo
ration, the address of its principal office 
in its place of incorporation; 

{3) The acreage and location listed by 
section, township and county of each lot or 
parcel of land in this state owned or leased 
by the corporation and used for farming, and 

(4) The names and addresses of the offi
cers and the members of the board of directors 
of the corporation." 

Further, Section 350.020.4, RSMo Supp. 1975, provides: 

"Every corporation, except a family farm 
corporation, engaged in farming in this 
state shall, prior to April fifteenth of 
each year, file with the director of the 
state department of agriculture a report 
containing the information required in sub
division 1 of this section based on its 
operations in the preceding calendar year 
and its status at the end of such year." 

It is our opinion that the corporation you refer to must file an 
annual report giving the information required by Sections 350.020.1 
and 350.020.4, since it does not qualify as a family farm corporation . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that a corporation, incorpo
rated for the purpose of farming and the ownership of agricultural 
land in Missouri, whose shares of voting stock are wholly owned 
and held by a family farm corporation, as defined by Section 
350.010(5), RSMo Supp. 1975, is neither a "family farm corpora
tion" nor an "authorized farm corporation" within the meaning 
of Section 350.010(2) or {5), respectively. It is our further 
opinion that the subsidiary corporation referred to above, which 
owned agricultural land and operated said land as a farm prior 
to September 28, 1975, may continue to engage in farming and 
acquire agricultural land in Missouri within the limitations 
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imposed by Section 350.015(3). We are of the further op1n1on 
that the subsidiary corporation referred to above must file an 
annual report, giving the information required by Sections 
350.020.1 and 350.020 . 4, with the Director of the Missouri 
Department of Agriculture. 

Very truly yours, 

~;;OFT 
Attorney General 

Enclosure: Op. Ltr. No. 224 
12/21/76, Kirkpatrick 
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ATTORNEY GENEHAL 
JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

March 3, 1977 

Honorable James A. Franklin, Jr. 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Camden County Courthouse 
Camdenton, Missouri 65020 

Dear Mr. Franklin: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 77 

!3111) 751-332.1 

This letter is in response to your opinion request asking 
as follovm: 

11 Under Sections 190.005 to 190.045 RSMO., wha-t 
is next affirmative action that must be taken 
by the County Court of Camden County to resolve 
the matter of the proposed formation of the 
Cam~Mo Emergency Ambulance Distri~t v1hich was 
initiated by Petition filed in the Office of 
the County Clerk on July 12 1 1976. 11 

You also state: 

"(1) On July 12, 1976, there was presented 
and filed with the County Clerk of Camden 
County a petition which proposed the organi
zation of an Ambulance District called the 
Cam-Mo Emergency Ambulance District. 

''(2) Thereafter the petition was presented 
to the Judges of the County Court of Camden 
County and the petition was set for hearing 
on August 16, 1976, which date was not less 
than thirty (30) nor more than Forty (40) 
days after the filing of the petition. 

'' (3) Notice of the hearing was given in ac
cordance with the Statutes. 
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11 (4) Public Hearing was held in t.he Camden· 
County Courtroom on August 16, 1976, in ac
cordance with the notice. 

'' ( 5) No other petition embracing any part 
of the proposed district was filed prior to 
the public hearing. 

11 (6) On August 20, 1976, the ,Judge [sic] of 
the County Court found that the petition filed 
was sufficient and met the requirements of the 
Statutes and ordered that election be held not 
less than thirty (30) nor more than ninety (90) 
days after August 20, 1976, at which time the 
question of organizing the proposed ambulance 
district would be put to the voters for deter
mination. It being further ordered that the 
date of Jche election would be November 2, 19 7 6. 

''(7) Notice of the election was thereafter 
given and published. 

"(8) Election was held on November 2, 1976, 
the results being One ~housand Third Hundred 
Sixty Seven (1367) votes 'Yes' and One Thou
sand Three Hundred Fifteen (1315) votes 'No'. 

"(9) On November 10, 1976, the Judges of the 
County Court did canvass the votes and entered 
the order declaring the election and organiz
ing the Cam-Mo illnbulance District. 

"(10) Thereafter a Notice of Appeal and Peti
tion was filed in the Circuit Court of Camden 
County. The Notice of Appeal citing Section 
49.230, RSMO. and basis of appeal from the 
November 10, 1976, order of the County Court. 

"(li) On February l, 1977, the matter was 
brought before Circuit Judge John E. Parrish. 
His order, a·copy of which is attached hereto, 
wherein he ordered the November lOf 1976, Or
der of the County Court be set aside and that 
the County Court be enjoined from organizing 
the District pursuant to the November 2, 1976, 
election. The Judge therein also remanded the 
question back to the County Court of Camden 
County." 
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Section 190.030, RSMo Supp. 1975, provides: 

"If the territory, petition and proceedings 
meet the requirements of sections 190.005 
to 190.085, the judges of the county court 
shall in and by the order finding and de
termining the sufficiency of the petition 
and that the territory meets the require
ments of sections 190.005 to 190.085 or by 
a separate order call an election as prayed 
for in the petition to be held not less than 
thirty days nor more than ninety days after 
the entering of the order. 11 

Section 190.035, RSMo Supp. 1975, provides: 

"Not.ice of the election shall be given by 
publication on three separate days in one 
or more newspapers having general circula
tion within the territory, the first of 
which publications shall be not less than 
thirty days prior to the date of the elec
tion, and by posting notices in ten of the 
most public places in the territory, and 
in case no newspaper has a general circula
tion in the territory, the notices shall 
be so posted in fifteen of the most public 
places therein, not less than thirty days 
prior to the date of the election. Each 
notice shall state briefly the purpose of 
the election, setting forth the proposition 
to be voted upon, form of ballot to be used 
at the election, a description of the ter
ritory, set forth the election precincts, 
and designate the polling places therefor. 
The notice shall further state that any 
district upon its establishment shall have 
the powers, objects and purposes provided 
by sections 190.005 to 190.085, and shall 
have the power to levy a property tax not 
to exceed fifteen cents on the one hundred . . 
dollars valuation." 

Obviously, w~ do not have the benefit of an intimate knowledge 
. of the legal history of the proceedings involved; and this, coupled 
with the time limitations which are placed upon us, put us at some
what of a disadvantage in responding to your question. 
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We note from the copy of the docket sheet of the Circuit 
Court of Camden County that the court found Section 190.035, RSMo, 

11 
• was not complied with in tha·t the poll-

ing places for the election held November 2, 
1976, were not designated by Notice of Elec-
·tion required by said statutes, 11 

As a result, the circuit court enjoined the county court judges 
from proceeding with the organization of the ambulance district 
pursuant to the election held November 2 1 1976, and 

11 
• from recognizing said elec·tion as hav-

ing created, formed, or organized such pur
ported ambulance district in any respect. II 

It appears to us that the county court should at this time 
make an amended order pursuant to Section 190.030 containing the 
findings as provided therein and setting the election as pro
vided therein. The notice of election should then be given as 
provided in Section 190.035, and a new election held pursuant to 
said section and Sections 190.040 and 190.045, RSMo Supp. 1975. 

Yours very truly, 

ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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CARL: 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES: 
DIVISION OF HEALTH: 
CRIPPLED CHILDREN: 

The method being used by the Di
v ision of Health, Missouri Crippled 
Children's Service , in connection 
with the supplying of hearing aids 
and custom-fitted earmolds, as 

above described, complies with 
Chapter 346, RSMo Supp . 1975. 

the statutory requirements under 

OPINION NO . 79 

June 27, 1977 

Fl L~D l 
James L. Sullivan, Director 
Department of Consumer Affairs , 

Regulation and Licensing 
505 Missouri Boulevard 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr . Sullivan: 

This opinion is in answer to the following question : 

Is the method being used by the Missouri 
Crippled Chi ldren's Service for supplying 
hear ing aids and custom-fitted earmolds 
to crippled children in violation of 
Chapter 346, RSMo Supp . 1975? 

l 
I 

As to the facts, the Division of Professional Registration , 
Department of Consumer Affairs, Regulation and Licensing, and 
the Division of Health , Department of Social Services , agree that 
the Missouri Crippled Children ' s Service of the Division of Health 
bid for a supply of hearing aids and custom-fitted earmolds for 
crippled children. These aids and earmolds are ordered by an 
associate physician, a board eligible or board certified otologist 
or otolarynogolist , licensed i n Missouri, who is iri charge of the 
management of the child's treatment . Review and final approval 
for the hearing aid and earmold will continue to be made at the 
central office level of the Missouri Crippled Children's Service 
by a staff physician licensed to practice in Missouri. Any mod
ification of the child's custom-fitted earrnold or hearing aid will 
be accomplished in the same manner. At the outset , the crippled 
children are examined by an audiologist under the supervision of 
a physician licensed in this state. This physician approves the 
specifications for the construction of a proper device and earmold . 
The manufacturer , who has successfully bid for the supply of these 
items, then produces the hearing aid and custom-fitted earmold to 



Mr. James L . Sulliv an 

these specifications and supplies the finished product to the Di
vision of Health, Missouri Crippled Children ' s Service, for dis
tributjon by a physician licensed in Missouri to the child needing 
the hearing aid and earmold. 

S0 ction 346.0 3 5 . 1, RSMo Supp . 1975, says: 

"Sections 346 . 010 to 346 . 135 shall not apply 
to a person who is a physician licensed to 
practice in Missouri ." 

As it is stated in this subsection , Chapter 346 , RSMo Supp. 1975 
does not apply to a person who is a physician l icensed to practice 
in Missouri. The procedure of the Division of Hea lth , Missouri 
Crippled Children's Service , above described, employs a licensed 
physician to supervise every stage of the treatment of a child in 
connection with the transfer o f the hearing aid and earmol d from 
the Division to the patient . We believe that such procedure fal l s 
within this exemption . 

Because the exemption of Sect ion 346 . 035 . 1 is applicable, we 
find it unnecessary to consider whether Chapter 346 otherwise 
applies to the Missouri Crippled Ch ildren's Service . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the method being used 
by the Division of Health , Missouri Crippled Chi l dren ' s Service , 
in connection with the supplying of hearing aids and custom-fitted 
earmolds, as above described, complies with the statutory require
ments under Chapter 346, RSMo Supp . 1975 . 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Terry C . Allen . 

Very t r uly yours , 

~~?· 
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attor ney General 
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WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION: 
COUNTY COLLECTORS: 

Employees in the office of county 
collector of a third class county 
are county employees for the pur
poses of workmen ' s compensation 
coverage under Chapter 287, RS~lo. 

OPINION NO. 80 

August 17 , 1977 

Mr . Meredith Ratcliff 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Adair County 
Post Office Box 422 
Kirksville, Missouri 63501 

Dear Mr . Ratcliff: 

Fl LED 

~0 

This opinion is in response to your request on the follow
ing questions . 

"1 . Are the employees in a county collector ' s 
office employees of the county? 

2 . Is it the responsibility of the county 
to furnish workmen ' s compensation insurance 
coverage for those employees in the County 
Collector ' s office? 

3 . What is the responsibility of the County 
Collector as to the issue of workmen ' s compen
sation coverage for those employees in his 
office? " 

Adair County is a third class county . We understand that 
the opinion request is made because the workmen ' s compensation 
insurer has raised the question as to whether the personnel in 
the collector ' s office are county employees . 

Section 287 . 020 , RSMo Supp . 1975 , of the Missouri Workmen ' s 
Compensation Law, p r ovides i n part as follows : 

"The word ' employee ' as used in this 
chapter shall be construed to mean every 
person in the service of any employer , as 



Mr . Meredith Ratcliff 

defined in this chapter, under any contract 
of hire, express or implied, oral or written, 
or unde r any appointment or election, includ-
ing executive officers of corporations . " 

A county comes within the definition of employer under Sec
tion 287.030.1(2) , RSMo Supp . 1975 . 

The duties , requirements for bond, and certain regulations 
pertaining to the county collector and deputies are set out in 
Chapter 52 , RSMo. Section 52 . 300, RSMo, provides that collectors 
may appoint deputies , may revoke such appointments at their plea
sure, may require bonds or other securities from such deputies 
to secure themselves, and that each deputy shall have like author
ity to that of the collector to collect taxes levied or assessed 
within the portion of the county, town, district or city assigned 
to him. It also provides that each collector shall be respon
sible to the state, county , towns, cities, districts and indi
viduals, companies, corporations, as the case may be, for all 
monies collected , and for every act done by any of his deputies 
while acting as such, and for any omission of duty of such deputy . 

Section 52 .0 20, RSMo, provides that in third and fourth 
class counties the county court may require the county collector 
to deposit daily all collections of money in the depositaries 
selected by the county court in accordance with the provisions 
of Sections 110.130 and 110.150, RSMo. 

Section 52 .280, RSMo, permits the collector to retain for 
payment of deputy and clerical hire a sum not to exceed 70% of 
the maximum amount of fees and commissions which the officer is 
permitted to retain, but payment for the deputy and clerical 
hire is payable out of fees and commissions earned and collected 
by the officer only , and not from general revenue. 

In Attorney General Opinion No . 288, April 29, 1970, to 
Allen S . Parrish, a copy of which is enclosed, the collector , 
his deputy and clerical hire were considered to be county 
employees; and payment by the collector of wages to deputy and 
clerical personnel from the amount the collector is authorized 
to retain for deputy and clerical hire under Section 52.280 was 
considered to be payment by the county insofar as social security 
was concerned . However , the county collector was held not to 
come within workmen ' s compensation coverage in Opinion Letter 
No. 253, October 31, 1974, to A. J . Seier, a copy of which is 
enclosed . 
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As in the case of social security, the payment by the col
lec tor of wages to deputy and clerical personnel from the amount 
the colle ctor is authorized to retain for deputy and clerical 
hire unde r Section 52.280 would be considered to be payment by 
the county. 

I t a ppea rs that the conditions o f the definition of "employee" , 
quoted above , have been satisfied and that the deputies and cler
i c a l hire o f the county collector are .employees of the county . 
It is the county colle ctor ' s r e sponsibility to hire and manage 
the m. Therefore , we believe that the reasoning of Opi nion No. 
288-1970, above, as it pertains to such deputy collectors or 
cle rical hire , is applicable here . 

With regard to your specific questions, it is our opinion 
that: 

(l) The emp l oyees in the county collector ' s 
office are employees of the county; 

(2) Since Adair County is furnishing workmen ' s 
compensation coverage by insurance the insur
ance afforded should cover empl oyees in the 
county collec tor ' s office ; 

(3) The fixing of responsibility on the county 
to include the employees in the county collect or ' s 
o f fice for cover age under the county ' s workme n ' s 
compensation insurance policy renders moot any 
question of responsibility of the county collec
tor for such insurance for the employees in. his 
office . 

When we consider the circumstances that prompted the request 
for this opinion, it appears important that the workmen ' s compe nsa
tion insurer for Adair County be informed of the opinion . There
fore it is suggested that a copy of the opinion be fur nished to 
the insurer . You should requ ire the insurer to acknowledge in 
writing that empl oyees in the county coll ect or' s office are 
included in the i n surance policy for Adai r County . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that employees i n the office 
of county col l ector of a thir d class county are county employees 
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for the purposes of workmen ' s compensation coverage under Chapter 
287 , RSMo . 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant , Carroll J . McBride . 

Very truly yours, 

8~ a.--r-._~ 

Enclosures: Op . No . 288 
4/29/70, Parish 

Op. Ltr. No . 253 
10/31/74 , Seier 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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OFFICERS: 
COMPENSATION: 

McDonald County is liable for any un
paid balance due the prosecuting at
torney of McDonald County as salary 
provided for by statute for the years 
1975 and 1976 without regard as t o 
whether such salary was budgeted by 
the county court during such years. 

COUNTY BUDGET: 
COUNTY OFFICERS: 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY: 

OPINION NO. 83 

Honorable Abe R. Paul 
Prosecuting Attorney 
McDonald County Courthouse 
Pineville, Missouri 64856 

Dear Mr. Paul: 

Apri l 21, 1977 

Fl LED 
~8 

This is in response to a request for an op1n1on made by you 
on behalf of the county court of ~tcDonald County as follows: 

"From the current 1977 General Revenue Fund 
Budget is the County Court of McDonald County, 
Missouri required to pay past salary f or years 
1975 and 1976 to County Prosecuting Attorney 
under provisions 56.285 and 56.291 Revised 
Statutes for the State of Missouri, which was 
not requested or budgeted for by the County 
Prosecuting Attorney? 

"On January 3, 1977 the County Clerk of McDonald 
County received 1977 Budget Estimate from the 
Prosecuting Attorney for salary of $7,064.70, 
the county clerk being newly appointed, upon 
research of the statutory salary of the county 
prosecuting attorney discovered the salary re
quest included only the salary allowed by 56. 
280 provision of statutes and questioned the 
county prosecuting attorney why he had not re
quested compensation allowed under provisions 
56.285 and 56.291 of statutes. The county 
prosecuting attorney first stated that being 
newly elected he had used the same salary for 
1977 budget request, that had been used the 
previous years 1975 and 1976 in budget re
quests, at this point the county clerk asked 
that the county prosecuting attorney deter-
mine if provisions 56.285 and 56.291 should 
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be included in 1977 budget request. On Jan
uary 21, 1977 county prosecuting attorney in
formed county clerk by memo, with a recent 
Attorney General's opinion attached that he 
should have budgeted for the compensation un
der provisions 56.285 and 56.291, the county 
clerk agreed and included in 1977 Budget re
quest which was approved by county court. 
There was no request prior to the approval of 
the 1977 County Budget for any past salary 
for years 1975 and 1976; on February 10, 1977 
the prosecuting attorney requested by letter 
on behalf of the estate of his late Father, 
James L. Paul, and himself as prosecuting at
torney past salary due under provisions 56. 
285 and 56.291 Revised Statutes of the State 
of Missouri. The amount requested $4,000.00 
was to be distributed with $3,340 . 00 going to 
estate of former prosecuting attorney for year 
1975 and the portion of 1976 prior to his 
death, the balance of $660.00 to present pros
ecuting attorney for portion of year 1976 he 
served by gubernatorial appointment following 
[the death] of his father." 

McDonald County is a third class county . 

In your opinion request you refer to the salary to be paid 
the county prosecuting attorney under the provisions of Sections 
56.280, 56.285, and 56.291, RSMo. 

In Opinion No. 35 issued by this office on January 20, 1977, 
to James P. Anderton, we stated that the prosecuting attorney in 
third and fourth class counties was entitled to compensation as 
provided for in Section 56 . 280 and for additional compensation 
provided for in Sections 56.285 and 56.291 . We reaffirm such 
opinion . 

As we understand the position of the county court judges of 
McDonald County , they do not think they should pay the past sal
ary for 1975 and 1976, which was requested by the prosecuting at
torney after the 197.7 budget was approved; and they further be
lieve that it is the responsibility of elected officials to fig
ure their own salaries correctly and submit such salary requests 
in accordance with the provisions of Section 50.540 and that since 
the request was not budgeted or appropriated in the 1977 budget 
it should not be paid because it was not budgeted. 
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Section 50.540 does require county officials in counties 
of classes three and four to prepare and submit to the budget 
officer estimates of its requirements for expenditures and 
estimated revenues for the next budget year on or before the 
15th of January, and apparently the county court i s of the opinion 
that the compensation due the prosecuting attorney cannot be paid 
unless it is budgeted . 

In Gill v. Buchanan County, 142 S.W.2d 665 (Mo. 1940), the 
question involved a county's liability for the past due salary 
of a county court judge which had not been budgeted by the 
county court. In discussing the questions before the court in 
this case, the court stated , l.c. 668-669: 

"Defendant also contends that plaintiff is 
not entitled to recover because there was 
not a sufficient amount provided in the 1934 
county budget for county court salaries to 
pay salaries of $4,500 each. (Only $840 more 
than the total of salaries figures at $3,000 
each was included in the salary fund for the 
county court.) However, as hereinabove noted , 
salaries of county judges are fixed by the 
Legislature and the Constitution prevents 
even the Legislature from changing them dur
ing the terms for which they were elected . 
Surely , the county court cannot change them, 
by either inadvertently or intentionally pro
viding greater or less amounts in the salary 
f und in the budget . The action of the Leg
islature in fixing salaries of county offi
cers is in effect a direction to the county 
court to include the necessary amounts in the 
budget. Such statutes are not in conflict 
with the County Budget Law but must be read 
and considered with it in construing it. 
They amount to a mandate to the County Court 
to budget such amounts . Surely no mere fail 
ure to recognize in the budget this annual 
obligation of the county to pay such salaries 
could set aside this legislative mandate and 
prevent the creation of this obligation im
posed by proper authority . Certainly such 
obligat ions imposed by the Legislature were 
intended to have priority over other items 
as to which the county court had discretion 
to determine whether or not obligations con
cerning them should be incurred. They must 
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be considered to be in the budget every year 
because the Legislature has put them in and 
only the Legislature can take them out or 
take out any part of these amounts . This 
court has held that the purpose of the County 
Budget Law was 'to compel * * * county courts 
to comply with the constitutional provision, 
section 12, art. 10' by providing 'ways and 
means for a county to record the obligations 
incurred and thereby enable it to keep the 
expenditures within the income .' Traub v . 
Buchanan County , 341 Mo. 727, 108 S . \'l . 2d 340 , 
342. 

"To properly accomplish that purpose, manda
tory obligations imposed by the Legislature 
and other essential charges should be first 
budgeted, and then any balance may be appro
priated for other purposes as to which there 
is discretionary power. Failure to budget 
funds for the full amount of salaries due of
f~cers of the county, under the applicable law , 
which the county court must obey , cannot bar 
the right to be paid the balance. Instead, 
it must be the discretionary obligations in
curred for other purposes which are invalid , 
rather than the mandatory obligation imposed 
by the same authority which imposed the budg
et requirements. We, therefore , hold that a 
county court 's failure to budget the proper 
amounts necessary to pay in ful l all county 
officers' salaries fixed by the Legislature, 
does not affect the county 's obligation to 
pay them. " (Emphasis supplied) 

As heretofore stated , the salary of the prosecuting attorney 
in third and fourth class counties is determined by the legisla
ture by statute and which amounts to a mandate to the county court 
to budget such amounts and failure to do so does not prevent the 
creation of the obligation but it must be considered to be in 
the budget because the legislature has created the obligation 
by statute, and such obligations imposed by the l egislature have 
priority over other items as to which the county court has dis
cretion to determine whether or not such obligations should be 
incurred. 

In discussing the other contention made by the county court 
in this case, the court stated, l.c. 669: 
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"Defend 1t, however, contends that plaintiff 
should ! estopped from enforcing this claim 
both bet .tUse he failed to demand payment dur
ing the year 1934 'before the income and reve
nue provided for that year had been fully ex
pended , incumbered or exhausted '; and because 
he was guilty of a breach of duty (since he 
was one of the officers charged with the man
agement of the county's financial affairs) in 
failing to comply with the County Budget Law 
and in participating in the authorization of 
expenditures in excess of the revenue provided 
for the year of 1934. As to the first, we 
find nothing in the agreed statement of facts 
about when plaintiff first claimed that he had 
not been paid his full salary. Nevertheless , 
this court has consistently held that mere 
failure to claim the balance at the time is 
not a proper basis for estoppel in these cases. 
There are several reasons for this, all based 
upon the following differences between publ ic 
office and private employment and the differ
ent situation of a municipal corporation or a 
governmental subdivision of the state from a 
private person or corporation: 

First: Payment of salaries fixed by the 
Legislature is a duty imposed upon the county 
by the Legislature, and the county is not en
titled to assume that by paying a part of this 
obligation it has discharged the entire debt. 

Second: To permit estoppel in such cases 
would make it possible for executive or ad
ministrative officers to encroach upon and 
exercise the legislative functions of fixing 
salaries of other officers and even ignore 
the action of the Legislature with regard to 
them. This is against public policy for many 
reasons." (Emphasis supplied) 

As stated above, the failure of the prosecuting attorney 
to include the total amount of salary due the office does not 
dischar ge the obligation or prevent the enforcement of it . 

To permit public officers elected or appointed to rece i ve 
by agreement or otherwise, a less compensation for their ser
vices than fixed by law , would be contrary to "public policy" of 
the state. Reed v. Jackson County , 142 S . W.2d 862 (Mo. 1940). 
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It is the opinion of this office that under the facts sub
mitted , McDonald County is liable for any unpaid portion of the 
salary that was due the deceased prosecuting attorney of 1-1cDonald 
County for the years 1975 and 1976 as well as the unpaid salary 
due the present prosecuting attorney for 1976 and 1977 . The fact 
that it has not been included in the budget does not discharge 
the obligation; and since the obligation was created by statute, 
it has to be paid prior to other discretionary items in the budg
et . The fact that the officer is now deceased does not discharge 
the obligation which is due and payable to the estate of the 
deceased . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that McDonald County is 
liable for any unpaid balance due the prosecuting attorney of 
McDonald County as salary provided for by statute for the years 
1975 and 1976 without regard as to whether such salary was budg
eted by the county court during such years. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Moody Mansur. 

Yours very truly, 

8< _a.~~.J/-
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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DEPUTIES : 
COUNTY TREASURER : 

I 
-~ 

A county court in a thi r d class county 
is without authority to appoint a dep
uty county treasurer. A county treas

urer in a third class county may appoint a deputy t o pe r form minis
terial duties at the expense onl y of the cou nty treasure r. Signing 
checks under the provisions of Section 110 . 2 40, RSMo 1 969 , is a min
isterial act which may be performed by a depu ty county treasurer in 
t h e name of the county t r easu rer whose signature may b e a f fixed by 
the use of a facsimile signature filed with the Secretary of State. 

OPINION NO. 88 

July 19, 1977 

Honorable Cynthia MacPherson 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Audrain County Courthouse 
Mexico, Missouri 65265 

Dear Hrs . HacPherson : 

Fl LED 
J 8 

This is in response to your request for an opinion from this 
office as follows: 

" In situations in which the duty of the 
county treasurer includes signing docu
ments, e . g . in the regular course of 
signing checks upon the presentation of 
warrants pursuant to 110 . 240, RSMo 1969 , 
and where the county employs a part time 
deputy county clerk , may documents be ex
ecuted by use of the facsimile signature 
of the county treasurer? If the answer to 
this question is 'yes ' , should the county 
treasurer ' s manual signature be filed with 
the Secretary of State? 

"The county treasurer of Audrain County is 
Hattie Woods; her·part time deputy, employ-
ed by the county, is Fay Lowery . Since she 
has been performing her office as county 
treasurer, Ms . Woods has occasionally been 
afflicted with bouts of illness which some
times prevent her from keeping office hours . 
Such physical incapacity of the county treas
urer, when it occurs, paralyzes the operation 
of the county court . Th~ deputy county treas
urer, Ms . Lowery , is employed by and works 
part time for the county." ~ 



Mrs. Cynthia MacPherson 

In a telephone conversation, you informed us that the person 
referred to in the first paragraph is the deputy county treasurer 
and not the deputy county clerk. 

Audrain County is a third class county not under township 
organization. 

In substance you inquire whether a county treasurer in a third 
class county has authority to appoint a deputy county treasurer and 
if so, whether the deputy county treasurer has authority to sign 
checks which according to Section 110.240, RSMo 1969, are required 
to be signed by the county treasurer. 

There is no statute providing for the appointment of a deputy 
county treasurer in a third class county. 

You state that Fay Lowery has been employed by the county as 
a deputy county treasure r and is paid by the county for her services. 

we are enclosing herewith Opinion No. 96-1954 t o Wheeler in 
which we stated that the county court of a third class county may 
not appoint a deputy county treasurer. In that opinion we stated 
that county courts possess only limited jurisdiction and outside 
of the management of county fiscal affairs possess no powers except 
those conferred by statute. Since there is no statutory authori za
tion for county courts of the third class county to appoint a dep
uty county treasurer , we concluded that such courts have no such au
thority . We did conclude, howev~r, that the county treasurer may 
ap~oint a de~uty t? discharge t~~~cler~cal duties of the office 
wh1ch power 1s derl.'ved from the conunon law.. We further stated that 
if the treasurer made ·the ' appointment of the deputy, the checks 
sign~d by the deputy would be valid . This was on the theory that 
as a general· rule a deputy may perform any ministerial act that his 
principal is to perform . We affirm the principles of law and con
clusion as stated in the above opinion. 

we call attention to the fact that the authority of the county 
treasurer to appbint a deputy to discharge the clerical duties of 
the office requires only performing clerical or ministerial duties 
whi ch do not require any discretion of the officer in the perform
ance of s uch duties. In 67 C.J.S. Officers § 148, the genera l rule 
of law regarding the appointment of deputies for public officials 
is stated as follows: 

"Public power may no t be delegat e d to 
private persons or corporations, over whom 
no supervision is maintained, nor may the 
discharge of the duties of public officers 
ordinarily be so delegated, and it has been 
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held that a public officer may not delegate 
his official duty to another than a deputy . 
Moreover , an officer may not delegate to an 
agent power to do an act r equired by statute 
involving judgment and discretion . As a rule, 
however, public officers may appoint deputies 
for the discharge of ministerial duties, ex
cept where the law requires the duty to be 
performed by the principal in person ." 

This rule of law is discussed in State ex rel. Skrainka Const. 
Co. v. Reber, · 126 S . W. 397 , 399 (Mo . Banc 1910), as follows: 

" ... An officer to whom a discretion is 
intrusted by law cannot delegate to another 
the exercise of that discretion , but after 
he has himself exercised the discretion he 
may , under proper conditions , delegate to 
another the performance of a ministerial act 
to evidence the result of his own exercise 
of the discretion . The clerk cannot pro
nounce judgment, but he may under direction 
of the judge make the record evidence of it. 
In Porter v. Paving Co ., 214 Mo. 1, 112 S . W. 
235, it was held that the signature of the 
mayor , which the law required to be sub
scribed to an ordinance to show that it was 
approved by him , might, under the mayor ' s 
direction, be written by his secretary . We 
do not mean to say that an officer to whom 
the performance of even ministerial work is 
personally intrusted may , under all circum
stances, delegate to another the performance 
of that duty, but we are aiming to draw the 
distinction in that particular between an 
official act requiring the exercise of per
sonal discretion or judgment and a mere min
isterial act which requires the exercise of 
no discretion, and' to say that whilst the 
one cannot be delegated the other under cer
tain circumstances may be." 

Section 110 . 240, to which you refe r, provides : 

"It shall be the duty of the county treas
urer, upon presentation t o him of any war
rant drawn by the proper ~uthority, if there 
shall be money enough in Lhe depositary be
longing to the fund upon which said warrant 
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is drawn and out of which the s ame is payable, 
to draw his check as county treasurer upon a 
county depositary in favor of the legal holder 
of said warrant, and to take up said war-
r ant and charge the same to the fund upon 
which it is drawn; but no county treasurer 
shall draw any check upon the funds in any 
depositary unless there is s uffic i e nt money 
belonging to said fund upon which said war 
rant is drawn to pay the same, and no money 
belonging to said county shall be paid by 
any. depositary except upon checks of the 
county treasurer. In case any bonds , coupons 
or other indebtedness of said county are pay
able by the terms of the bonds , coupons or 
other debts at any particular place other 
than the treasury of the county , nothing con
tained in this section shall prevent any 
county court from causing the treasurer to 
place a sufficient sum at the place where 
said debts shall be payable , at the time of 
their maturity , to meet the same ." 

In State ex rel. Jackson County Lib r ary District v . Taylor , 
396 S . W. 2d 623 (Mo .Banc 1965), it was held that payment of properly 
authenticated warrants of the county library board by a county treas
surer with sufficient funds in the county library fund for payment 
as provided for under Section 110 . 240 is a ministerial duty and the 
performance of this duty may be compel led by mandamus. 

It i s our opinion that the county court of Audr ain County has 
no authority to appoint a deputy county treasurer . Only the county 
treasurer may appoint a deputy to perform ministerial duties and 
is solely responsible for the compensation of such person and any 
payment made by the county court from public funds is an illegal 
expenditure . It is our opinion that a deputy county treasurer ap
pointed by the county treasurer may sign checks in the name of the 
county treasurei under the p rovisions of Section 110 . 240 . Such act 
is a ministerial act which does not involve any discretion of the 
county treasurer . 

It is also our opinion that if a deputy signs a check it must 
be signed in the name of the county treasurer by the deputy in the 
name of the deputy . See Carter v . Hornback, 40 s .w. 893 (Mo. 1897). 
It is our opinion that affixing the name of the county treasurer to 
such check may be done by use of a facs imile signature which should 
be filed with the Secreta r y of StaLe as provided for in Sections 
105.273 to 105 . 278, RSMo 1969 . 
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We enclose Opinion Letter No . 52-1977 to Paul which i s sel f 
explanatory. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the op1n1on of this office that a county court in a third 
class county is without aut hority to appoint a depu ty count y treas
urer. A county treasu rer in a third class county may appoi nt a dep
uty to perform ministerial duties at the expense only of t h e county 
treasurer. Signing checks under the provisions of Section 110 . 240, 
RSMo 1969 , is. a ministerial act which may be performed by a deputy 
county treasurer in the name of the county treasurer whose signa
ture may be affixed by the use of a facsimile signature fi l ed with 
the Secretary of State. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant , t-ioody t-1ansur . 

Enclosures : Op. No. 96 
Wheeler , 10- 4- 54 

Op . Ltr . No . 52 
Paul, 1977 

Yours very truly , 

~~~ 
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ROAD DISTRICTS: 
ROADS AND BRIDGES: 

The county court of a third class 
county not under township organiza
tion form of government may appoint 
one road overseer for two common 
road districts . 

OPINION NO. 89 

April 28, 1977 

Honorable Wayne K. Rieschel 
Prosecuting Attorney, Dallas County 
Box 389 
Buffalo, Missouri 65622 

Dear Mr. Rieschel: 

F l LED 
,j>_ CJ 

This opinion is in answer to your following question : 

"I s the County Court required by Section 231. 
020 to appoint at least one overseer for 
each road district established by the County 
Court in accordance with Section 231 . 010 , or 
may one overseer serve two road districts by 
order of the County Court?" 

These questions arose from the following fact situaton which 
you described in your request: 

"Our county court ordered one overseer to 
serve both our road districts . The South 
Judge of the county court opposed this move . 
Many South district road residents have com
plained to me and the county court that this 
procedure is not in accordance with law." 

Dall as County is a third class county not under township 
organization form of government . Section 231.020, RSMo, pro
vides as follows: 

" In all counti es of classes two, three and 
four not adopting an alternative form of 
county government , all road overseers shall 
be appointed by the county court of the 
county during the month of February." 

The primary question is whether the county court can appoint 
one road overseer to serve two road districts . We have researched 
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the statu tes of Missouri and find no statutory provision prohibit
ing the appointment of one road overseer to t wo road districts in 
the same county wherein the road overseer is appointed under Sec
tion 231.020, RSMo. Thus, we must look to common law principles 
as to the compatibility of the same person holding essentially 
two different offices simultaneously. 

The I-1issouri Supreme Court has elaborated on the compatibil
ity of the same person holding two different offices simultane
ously. In State ex rel. Walker v . Bus , 36 S . W. 636 , 639 (Mo.Banc 
1896) , as stated by the court , the general rule is: 

" .. . At common law the only limit to the 
number of offices one person might hold was 
that they should be compatible and consistent . 
The incompatibility does not consist in a 
physical inability of one person to discharge 
the duties of the two offices, but there must 
be some inconsistency in the functions of the 
two,--some conflict in the duties required 
of the officers , as where one has some super
vision of the others, is required to deal 
with, control, or assist him . . . " (Em
phasis added) 

The same principle was stated in the case of State ex rel. 
McGaughey v. Grayston, 163 S.W.2d 335, 339- 340 (Mo . Banc 1942) : 

" . . The settled rule of the common law pro
hibiting a public officer from holding t wo 
incompatible offices at the same time has 
never been questioned . The respective func
tions and duties of the particular offices 
and their exercise with a view to the public 
interest furnish the basis of determination 
in each case. Cases have turned on the ques
tion whether such duties are inconsistent , 
antagonistic, repugnant or conflicting as 
where, for example, one office is subordi 
nate or accountable to the other. 

" The rule against holding incompatible of
fices is founded upon principles of publ ic 
policy. • . . " 

In Attorney General Opinion No . 12 issued January 24 , 1941 , 
this office was of the opinion that a person may hold both the 
office of county surveyor and road overseer at the same time . 
The common law principles as previously described were appl ied 
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in absence of the statutory prohibition. Again , the main con
sideration was to ascertain whether there was an incompatibility 
between the two offices. 

In examining statutory duties of road overseers in counties 
of the third and fourth class not adopting an alternative form 
of county government, it is apparent that the road overseer makes 
monthly reports to the county highway engineer or to the county 
clerks in counties that have no highway engineer. Section 231. 
050, RSMo. He is required to make detailed reports to and a set
tlement with the county court. Section 231.060, RSMo. He is re
quired to keep roads in repair in the road district as funds per
mit while at all times conforming to the plan, specification, and 
instructions of the county highway engineer for the character of 
the work in question. Section 231.070, RSMo. Even where the 
overseer is authorized to contract for ditching and draining, he 
must obtain approval from the county highway engineer prior to 
authorizing a contract with any owner of land adjacent to the line 
of the public road for the purpose of opening a ditch or ditches 
for the drainage of the road or to procure any necessary material 
for road purposes and to pay reasonable compensation therefor. Sec
tion 231.080, RSMo. 

The point of this discussion is that the road overseer's 
duties in two districts in the same county would not be incom
patible inasmuch as no overseer has any control or supervision 
over any other overseer in the county. 

It is further significant that prior to 1945 Section 231. 
020 read in part as follows: 

"All road overseers shall be appointed by 
the county court of the county at the Feb
ruary term of said court. No person shall 
be eligible to the office of road overseer, 
exce t he be a citizen of the road district 

Emphasis added (Section 8516, RSMo 
1939) 

There is no such requirement currently under Section 231.020. 
However, in road districts within township organizations under 
Section 231.170, RSMo, the language clearly requires that the 
person appointed to the office of road overseer shall be a cit
izen of the township from which he is appointed. Changes in Sec
tion 231.020 as a result of the amendment in 1945 manifests the 
legislative intent not to require a road overseer to be a citi
zen of the road district for which he may be appointed. 
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Furthermore, we find nothing in Sections 231.010 through 231. 
140, RSMo, which would prohibit the county court from appointing 
the same overseer for two road districts in counties of classes 
two, three, and four not adopting an alte rnative form of county 
government . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the county court of 
a third class county not under township organization form of gov
ernment may appoint one road overseer for two common road districts. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, Terry C. Allen. 

Enclosure: Op. No. 12 
Brown, 1 - 24- 41 

Yours very truly, 

~L.~ CLrt...~ 
JOHN AS;ROFT 
Attorney General 
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I NSURANCE: Under Section 375 . 791, RSHo 1969, the 
Director of the Division of Insurance 

of the state of Missouri is not authorized to issue a certificate of 
authority to L1oyds, New York. 

OPINION NO. 91 

June 27, 1977 

F I l r:: n 
--' L,., •. 

Mr. James L. Sullivan, Director 
Department of Consumer Affairs, 

Regulation, and Licensing 
(jl 

505 Missouri Boulevard 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

__ _..._ .....•.... 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

This opinion is in response tb the question you asked as 
follows: 

"' Lloyd 's, New York ', (hereinafter referred 
to as 'Applicant'), an aggregation of in
dividual underwriters having its principal 
office in New York, New York, has filed an 
application (Exhibit l) with the Missouri 
Division of Insurance for a certificate of 
authority which would authorize and empower 
the applicant to transact fire, allied lines 
and marine insurance in the State of Missouri. 

''Please favor us with an opinion advising 
whether the Director is authorized by law 
to issue a certificate of authority to said 
'Lloyd's, New York ' under Sections 375.791 
to 375.831, RSMo 1969. 

"If the answer to the above interrogatory 
is affirmative , please advise what kind or 
kinds of business said 'Lloyd's, New York ' 
may be authorized to write in the State of 
Missouri." 

Your opinion request further notes: 

"Applicant was organized in the State of 
New York in 1892. It is authorized to 
write in its domiciliary state fire and 



Mr. James L. Sullivan 

allied lines , inland and ocean marine and 
auto physical damage insurance, which are 
the same lines of authority requested to 
be written in Missouri with the exception 
of auto physical damage . Applicant is cur
rently licensed to transact the business of 
insurance in the following states: Alabama , 
Arizona, Arkansas, California, Florida, 
Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, New Mexico, New York, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee , and 
Texas." 

The insurance laws of the state of New York state: 

Article 12, Section 425, paragraph 1 : 

"\-Ji thin the meaning of this chapter the 
term ' Lloyds underwriters ' shall mean any ag
gregation of individuals, who under a common 
name engage in the business of insurance for 
profit through an attorney-in- fact having au
thority to obligate the underwriters severally , 
within such limits as may be lawfully speci
fied in the power of attorney, on contracts of 
insurance made or issued by such attorney-in
fact, in the name of such aggregation of in
dividuals, to and with any person or persons 
insured." 

Article 12, Section 425 , paragraph 3 : 

"Except as the context otherwise requires , 
every such Lloyds underwriters shall be sub
ject to all of the provisions of this chapter 
[Article 7] which are applicable to reciprocal 
insurers." 

Article 12, Section 425, paragraph 4: 

"No Lloyds underwriters shall hereafter 
be organized in this state and no foreign or 
alien Lloyds underwriters shall be licensed 
to do an insurance business in this state." 

Applicable Missouri statutes are: 

Section 375.786, RSMo Supp. 1975 states in part: 
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11 1 . It shall be unlawful for any insurance 
company to transact insurance business in 
this state, • . • without a certificate of 
authority from the director; . . 11 

Section 375 . 791 , RSMo 1969, provides : 

11 1. Upon complying with the provisions 
of this chapter , a foreign insurance com
pany organized under the laws of any state 
of the United St ates other than this state 
or the laws of any fore~gn government as 
a stock company , mutual company , assessment 
life company, r eciprocal , fraternal benefit 
society may be admitted to transact in this 
state the kind or kinds of business which 
a domestic company similarly organized may 
be authorized to transact under the laws of 
this state . 

"2 . No insurance company shall transact any 
business in thi s state on an admitted basis 
\vi thout first obtaining a certificate of au
thority issued by the superintendent of in
surance as provided for in this chapter ... 
(Emphasis added) 

It is significant to note that Article 12, Section 425 , para
graph 3, of the New York insurance laws was enacted in 1939. Ap
parently, this paragraph g r andfathered in the then e x isting Lloyds 
underwriters associations providing that the insurance laws of the 
state of New York applicable to reciprocal insurers shall control 
the activities of the Lloyds association in that state. 

In your opinion request , the paramount issue is whether the 
Director of Insurance under Section 375.791 is authorized to issue 
a certificate of authority to the applicant, a Lloyds association 
of the state of New York. It is clear from a reading of this sec
tion that there is no specific mention of a Lloyds association. 
This statute was enacted in 1967 . 

The basic rule of statutory construction is to ascertain the 
intention of the lawmakers from the words used, if possible , as
cribing to the language its plain meaning , and to effectuate the 
intent found . In this case , upon complying with the provisions of 
the Missouri insurance laws , a foreign corporation organized under 
the laws of another state as a stock company, a mutual company , as
sessment life company , reciprocal , or fraternal benefit society 
may be permitted to do business in this state of the same kind as 
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a domestic insurance company similarly organized under the laws of 
Missouri . It is our view that the types of foreign insurers which 
may be qualified to do business in this state under this section 
are specifically enumerated . The language of the statute is, there
fore, ma~datory in that the specific mention of certain types of 
insurance companies is to the exclusion of those which are not men
tioned under the principl e of expressio unius exclusio alterius . 
82 C.J.S. Statutes § 333. 

We do not believe that the provisions of Article 12 of the in
surance laws of New York , Section 425 , paragraph 3 , makes the Lloyds 
association a reciprocal for the purposes of J.1issouri law. To rea
son otherwise would be to ignore the specific language of Section 
375.791. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that under Section 375 . 791, 
RSMo 1969, the Director of the Division of Insurance of the state 
of Missouri is not authorized to issue a certificate of authority 
to Lloyds, New York . 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Terry C. Allen. 

Yours very truly , 

~ 
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Attorney General 
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LEGISLATORS: 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 

The General Assembly may authorize 
the use of a state owned or leased 
automobile by a member of the General 
Assembly for official use. 

OPINION NO. 92 

May 10, 1977 

Honorable Howard M. Garrett 
State Representative, District 124 
Room 315, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Honorable Marvin Proffer . 
State Representative, District 155 
Room 304, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Gentlemen : 

Fl LED 

rg :J. 

This opinion is in response to your request asking as 
follows: 

"We refer you to Section 21 . 140, RSMo 
Supp. 1975 and Article III, Section 34, 
Page 35 of the Constitution of the State 
of Missouri . Is it permissible for a member 
of the General Assembly to be furnished an 
automobile at the expense of the State of 
Missouri?" 

Section 21.140, RSMo Supp. 1975, to which you refer, provides 
the amount of salary senators and representatives shall receive 
and also provides that such senators and representatives shall 
receive a weekly mileage allowance, as provided by law for state 
employees, in going to their place of meeting in Jefferson City 
from their place of residence, and returning from their place of 
meeting in Jefferson City to their place of residence while 
the legislature is in session. 

Article III, Section 34 of the Constitution, to which you 
refer, provides that no senator or representative shall receive 
any compensation in addition to his salary as a member of the 
General Assembly for any services rendered in connection with 
the revision of the general laws made at least every ten years 
beginning in 1949. 



Honorable Howard M. Garrett 
Honorable Marvin Proffe-r ·, 

We are of the view that the furnishing of an automobile to 
a member of the General Assembly for official use does not con
stitute providing additional compensation. Further, we consider 
the provisions of Section 21 .140, with respect to mileage allow
ances to and f~om the place of meeting in Jefferson City and the 
place of residence while the legislature is in session, to be 
exclusive and to prohibit the furnishing of a state automobile 
for the sole purpose of such travel. However , that section 
does not prohibit the use of a state automobile in traveling to 
and from such place of meeting to the place of residence where 
such travel is merely incidental to other official travel. 
Obviously, where there is no mileage incurred under Section 
21.140 , no allowance can be claimed because the allowance is 
made on the basis of reimbursement to legislators for actual 
~leage on the most usual route. 

Neither these provisions nor any other section which we 
are able to locate prohibits the General Assembly from authoriz
ing the furnishing of an automobile for the use of a member at 
the expense of the State of Missouri for official purposes only. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the General Assembly 
may authorize the use of a state owned or leased automobile by 
a member of the General Assembly for official use. 

Very truly yours, 

~ 
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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SCHOOLS: 
STATE AID: 

A teachers ' meeting held on the 
first day of a school term is to 
be considere d a day of school 

operation in determining 
Supp . 1975. 

state aid under Section 163.021 , RSMo 

OPINION NO. 93 

June 28, 1977 

Dr. Arthur L . Mallory 
Commissioner , Department of Elementary 

and Secondary Education 
Post Office Box 480 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr. Mallory: 

Fl LED 
q;a 

This opinion is in response to your question asking as 
follows : 

nMay a board of education schedule a 
teachers ' meeting as the first day of a term 
and count that day as a part of the one hun
dred eighty day term required for the district 
to be eligible for state aid? To put the 
question another way , how should the term 
'dismiss school' be construed? 

You also state: 

"Section 163 . 021(1) authorizes school 
boards to dismiss school to permit teachers 
to attend teachers ' meetings. Many times we 
are asked if faculty meetings held prior to 
the first day pupils will attend in a term 
can be considered in arriving at the minimum 
one hundred eighty day term required by this 
statute in order for a district to qualify 
for state aid." 

Section 163.021, RSMo Supp. 1975 , provides in pertinent 
part as follows : 

"A school district shall receive state 
aid for its educational program only if it: 



Dr. Arthur L . Mallory 

(1) Operates its schools for a minimum 
of one hundred eighty days, as defined in 
section 160.011 , RSMo , [sic] for each pupil 
or group of pupils. The term or terms may 
include legal school holidays as defined i n 
section 171.051, RSMo , and days when the 
school is dismissed by order of the board 
to permit teachers to attend teachers ' 
meetings ;" 

Under Section 171.031, RSMo Supp. 1975, each board of edu
cation is given authority to prepare annually a calendar of the 
school term specifying the opening date of school. Since the 
board of education has authority to designate the beginning of 
the term, it follows in our view , that the board may accordingly 
designate the beginning of the term and then hold a teachers' 
meeting in accordance with Section 163 .0 21. 

We realize that an argument can be made that Section 163 . 021 
speaks in terms of " . .. days when the school is dismissed by 
order of the board to permit teachers to attend teachers ' meetings;" 
(emphasis added) . However , we believe that in r eading Section 
163 . 021 in conjunction with Section 171.031, the legislative intent 
is to authorize the inclusion of ~ays on which teachers ' meetings 
are permitted during what would otherwise be days when pupils 
actually attend school during the school term set by the board. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that a teachers ' meeting 
held on the first day of a school term is to be considered a day 
of school operation in determining state aid under Section 163 . 
021 , RSMo Supp . 1975. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach. 
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Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



MEDICAL EXAMINERS: The term ''physician" as used in 
Section 58.705, RSMo Supp. 1975, 
refers only to physicians li
censed under Chapter 334, RSMo. 

OSTEOPATHS: 
DOCTORS: 

OPINION NO. 97 

May 11, 1977 

Honorable Russell G. Brockfeld 
State Representative, District 108 
Room 204, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Fl LED 

97 
Dear Mr. Brockfeld: 

This opinion is in response to your question asking as 
follows: 

"Who may serve as a Medical Examiner 
under the provisions of Section 58.705 
RSMo Supp. 1975? Does this section refer 
only to M.D.'s and D.O.'s or does it also 
allow persons licensed by other boards 
dealing with the healing arts, such as the 
Board of Chiropractic Examiners, Dental 
Board, Board of Optometry, Board of Podiatry 
and Board of Nursing to serve as county 
medical examiners?" 

The section to which you refer, Section 58.705, RSMo Supp. 
1975, provides in part: 

"1. The county medical examiner shall 
be a physician duly licensed to practice by 
the state board of the healing arts .... " 

Your question may therefore be answered by determining those 
persons who, in accordance with the requirements of the above
quoted section, are licensed by the State Board of Registration 
for the Healing Arts as physicians. 

The requirements for licensure by this Board as phy
sicians and surgeons are set out in Chapter 334, RSMo. To receive 
such a license, a candidate must make application to the Board 
and must meet the qualifications enumerated in Section 334.031, 



Honorable Russell G. Brockfeld 

which include, inter alia, a specified preprofessional education 
and graduation from a reputable medical or osteopathic college. 
The candidate must also take and pass an examination administered 
by the Board, Section 334,040, RSMo, unless this examination is 
waived in accordance with the reciprocity provisions outlined in 
Section 334.043. Upon compliance with the foregoing, the appli
cant is granted a certificate of registration or license, Sec
tion 334.070, RSMo. 

No other person is granted a license as a physician or sur
geon under this chapter, whether he or she holds himself out as 
a member of one of the professions listed in your question and 
is lawfully practicing as such, or is a lay person. 

Therefore, only those persons licensed as physicians by 
the State Board of Registration for the Healing Arts are eligible 
to hold the office of county medical examiners. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the term "physician" 
as used in Section 58.705, RSMo Supp. 1975, refers only to phy
sicians licensed under Chapter 334, RSMo . 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Lucia Leggette. 

Very truly yours, 

~~4-e..~ 
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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CITIES, TOWNS & VILLAGES: 
FOURTH CLASS CITIES: 
POOR PERSONS: 

A city of the fourth class has the 
authority t o provide for the relief 
of its poor inhabitants. 

OPINION NO. 98 

May 25, 1977 

Honorable Walt Mueller 
State Representative, District 93 
Room 102, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Representative Mueller: 

This opinion is in response to your question asking: 

"Can a Fourth Class City set up and admin
ister a program of grants based on specific 
criteria for low-income individuals whose 
utility bills are extremely high or can such 
a municipality fund the administration of 
such a program by some other public agency?" 

You further state: 

"The City of Valley Park is considering 
the institution of a program to provide funds 
for low income citizens who are faced with 
extremely high utility bills." 

In 17 McQuillin, Municipal Corporations · § 47.06 , it is stated: 

"A municipal corporation is under no legal 
obligation to aid and support its poor [in the 
absence of a statutory mandate] but it may do 
so without express legislative authority. And 
the obligation has been strongly urged by 
Mulkey, J. of Illinois: 'It is the unques
tioned right and imperative duty of every 
enlightened government in its character of 
parens patriae to protect and provide for the 
comfort and well being of such of its citizens 
as, by reason of infancy, defective under
standing, or other misfortune or infirmity, 
are unable to take care of themselves. The 



Honorable Walt Mueller 

performance of this duty is justly regarded 
as one of the most important of governmental 
functions and all constitutional limitations 
must be so understood and construed as not 
to interfere with its legitimate exercise.' 

" 

In our Opinion No. 8, dated January 13, 1970, to Becker, 
(copy enclosed) this office concluded that a city has the author
ity to assume responsibility for the medical expenses of an indi
gent prisoner under the statutes empowering it to provide for 
health and welfare. In reaching that conclusion we relied upon 
the holding in the case of Jennings v. City of St . Louis, 58 
S.W.2d 979 (Mo.Banc 1933). 

We believe that holding is applicable here and conclude that 
a city of the fourth class has the authority to provide relief 
for its poor. See Section 79.470, RSMo. 

The question has been raised as to whether or not such 
action on the part of the city would violate Section 25 of Arti
cle VI of the Missouri Constitution which prohibits counties, 
cities or other political corporations or subdivisions of the 
state from lending credit or granting money or property to pri
vate individuals. We do not consider this provision as a pro
hibition against the use of funds for public purposes. 

In reaching this conclusion, we recognize that any reason
able doubt concerning the existence of a municipal power is to 
be resolved against the municipality. City of Maryville v. 
Farmers' Trust Co. of Maryville, 45 S.W.2d 103 (K.C.Mo.App. 1941). 
We believe, however, that Jennings v. City of St. Louis, supra, 
removed any r easonable doubt with respect to the powers of 
cities generally to provide for the relief of their poor. Of 
course, the City of St. Louis is a charter city and is also a 
county . However, the holding of the court with respect to all 
cities generally is clear. 

We conclude then that a fourth class city has authority to 
provide for the relief of the poor inhabitants of the city. 

We do not purport to pass upon the particular program or 
method of providing such relief. Further, we do not answer the 
latter part of your question with respect to whether or not 
a municipality can fund the administration of such a program by 
some other public agency because we have not been provided with 
sufficient facts concerning that aspect of your question and any 
answer we might give would be unduly speculative. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that a city of the fourth 
class has the authority to provide for the relief of its poor 
inhabi tants . 

The foregoing op1n1on, which I hereby approve! was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach . 

Enclosure: Op. No. 8 
1/13/70 , Becker 

Very truly yours, 

~--~~ 
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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GOVERNOR : 
CRIMINAL LAW: 
PARDON & PAROLES: 
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE: 

A governor ' s unconditional pardon 
of a person convicted of a crime 
does not operate to expunge the 
records pertaining to such person. 
Nor do §§ 610.100 and 610.105, 

RSMo Supp . 1975, require or 
records. 

authorize the expungement of such 

OPINION NO. 101 

September 28, 1977 

Honorable John wrn. Buechner 
State Representative, 94th District 
Room 108, Capitol Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Representative Buechner: 

Fl LED 
}0/ 

This official opinion is being issued in response to your 
recent request for a ruling concerning the effect of a governor ' s 
pardon on the records relating to the pardoned offense . Specif
ically, you ask the two following questions: 

"1. Does Missouri law provide for the expunge
ment of Magistrate Court records where a 
governor's pardon has been granted? 

"2. Specifically , do §§ 610.100 and 610 . 105, 
RSMo Supp . 1975 , operate to automatically 
expunge court records where an individual 
has been convicted on a guilty plea, serve d 
his sentence and then been granted a 
governor ' s pardon?" 

You go on to explain that a citizen of Missouri, who now 
resides in your district , was granted a pardon by former Governor 
Christopher Bond and wishes to have the court records of his con
viction expunged. These records, you explain, are in the posses
sion of a St . Louis County magistrate judge and you ask whether 
there is any statutory authority which would authorize the expunge
ment of these records. 

The governor's power to pardon is derived from Article IV, 
§ 7, Constitution of Missouri, which reads, in pertinent part, 
as follows : 



Honorable John Wm. Buechner 

"The governor shall have power to grant 
reprieves , commutations and pardons, after 
conviction , for all offenses except treason 
and cases of impeachment, upon such condi
tions and with such restrictions and limit
ations as he may deem proper, subject to 
provisions of law as to the manner of apply-
ing for pardons . " 

The governor ' s pardoning power also is statutorily codified 
in § 549.010, RSMo 1969, which provides : 

"In all cases in which the governor is 
authorized by the constitution to grant par
dons , he may grant the same, with such con
ditions and under such restrictions as he 
may think proper ." 

As a reading of both Article IV, § 7, and§ 549 . 010 readi ly 
reveals, a governor is free to place limitations or restrictions 
upon any part he elects to grant, provided these conditions are 
not "illegal , immoral, or impossible of performance. " 
Ex parte Webbe, 322 Mo . 859 , 30 S.W . 2d 612, 615 (Mo . Banc 1929). 
However, for purposes of your questions and this opinion it will 
be assumed that the pardon referred to was an unrestricted and 
unconditional pardon. 

The power to pardon has been traditionally described by 
the courts of this state "as a power to exempt individuals from 
punishment which the law inflicts for crimes committed." Theodore 
v. Department of Liquor Control, 527 S . W. 2d 350, 353 (Mo . Banc 1975). 
Consequently, § 222 . 030 , RSMo, provides that where a person, 
because of a criminal conviction, is "disqualified to be sworn 
as a juror in any cause , or to vote at any e lection , or to hold 
a ny office of honor, profit or trust within this state," an 
unconditional pardon will restore such rights . The effect of 
an unconditional pardon was further spelled out in Guastello 
v. Department of Liquor Control, 536 S .W. 2d 21 (Mo.Banc 1976). 
In Guastello , the court held that an unconditional pardon oblit
erates " the fact of conviction" but not the underlying guilt . 
Thus , if an individual is statutorily disqualified from holding 
a particular occupation based solely on the fact of conviction, 
a full pardon will restore the eligibility of the offender . On 
the other hand, if good character (requiring an absence of guilt) 
is a necessary qualification , the offender is not automatically 
once again qualified, merely as a resu l t of the pardon . Guastello 
v . Department of Liquor Control, supra at 23 - 25 . 
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Honorable John Wm . Buechner 

Prior to Guastella v. De artment of Li uor Control, supra, 
records of par oned conv1ct1ons were rout1nely used to support 
the application of the Habitual Criminal Act, § 556.280, RSMo 1969, 
a practice which repeatedly had been sanctioned by the Missouri 
Supreme Court. State v. Durham, 418 S.W.2d 23, 27 (Mo. 1967}; 
State ex rel. Stewart v. Blair, 356 Mo. 790, 203 S.W.2d 716, 
719 (Mo.Banc 1947}; State v. Asher, 246 s .w. 911, 912-914 (Mo. 
1922). These decisions were , however, overruled by Guastella, 
which concluded that since a gubernatorial pardon "obliterated'' 
the fact of conviction, "such 'obliterated conviction' could 
not be used as the basis for subjecting [a] defendant to the 
Habitual Criminal Act if he later committed a criminal offense." 
Guastella v. Department of Liquor Control, ~upra at 25 . Never
theless , Guastella did not hold that an unconditional guber
natorial pardon "obliterated" the records of conviction. Obvi
ously, if the records of conviction , as well as the fact of 
conviction, were wiped out and obliterated by a gubernatorial 
pardon, such an action would have the effect of wiping out both 
the conviction and the guilt, and the offender would be treated 
"as if he had not committed the offense in the first place." 
This interpretation of a governor ' s pardon was expressly rejected 
in the Guastella opinion. See Guastella v. Department of Liquor 
Control , supra at 23. 

It is also clear that none of the provisions of Missouri's 
Sunshine Law dealing with arrest records requires or authorizes 
the expungement of records of arrest or conviction for an offense 
which is later "obliterated" by a governor ' s pardon . In your 
opinion request, you specifically mentioned §§ 610.100 and 
610.105 , RSMo Supp. 1975 . The former of these two sections 
reads as follows: 

"If any person is arrested and not charged 
with an offense against the law within thirty 
days of his arrest, all records of the arrest 
and of any detention or confinement incident 
thereto shall thereafter be closed records to 
all persons except the person arrested. If 
there is no conviction within one year after 
the records are closed, all records of the 
arrest and of any detention or confinement 
incident thereto shall be expunged in any 
city or county having a population of five 
hundred thousand or more . " 

The other section to which you make reference, § 610.105, 
reads as follows: 
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"I f the person arrested is charged but 
the case is subsequently nolle prossed, dis
missed or the accused is found not guilty 
in the court in which the action is prose
cuted, official records pertaining to the 
case shall thereafter be closed records to 
all persons e xcept the person arrested or 
charged ." 

Clearly, § 610 .100 is applicable only in situations where 
an individual is arrested, but never charged with an offense; in 
such instances, and after the passage of the requisite amount 
of time, this section provides that the records are to be "ex
punged". 1 In the event a person is, in fact, charged but the case 
is subsequently "nolle prossed, dismissed, or the accused is 
found not guilty", § 610.105 requires that the ''official records 
pertaining to the case " be "closed records" . 2 Since an individual 
obviously would have had to have been "charged" with an offense 
before he could have been convicted of it, it is clear that a 
person who has been convicted and then pardoned could not fall 
within the purview of § 610.100, which applies only where the 
person is arrested but neve r charged . Likewise, since a guber
natorial pardon is not a nolle prosequi, a dismissal or a find
ing of not guilty "in the court in which the action is prose
cuted ," § 610.105 also would not apply to the records of a 
pardoned conviction. 

It is, therefore, our opinion that while a governor 's uncon
ditional pardon operates to "obliterate" the fact of conviction, 
and to restore the individual's civil liberties, it does not 
operate to expunge the records of conviction or the detention 
incident thereto . 

Since your opinion request specifically concerns the power 
of a magistrate court to expunge records relating to a pardoned 
conviction, we do not consider the question of whether a circuit 
court, pursuant to its general equity powers, has the authority 
to order the expungement of such records. In Opinion No . 188, 
issued October 15, 1975, to J. Anthony Dill, we noted that cir
cuit courts occasionally have utilized their equity powers to 

1. Note that this requirement is applicable only in cities 
or counties having a population of 500 ,000 or more. 

2 . For the distinction between "closed records" and records 
required to be "expunged ", see Opinion No . 299, issued Septem
ber 28, 1973, to Theodore D. McNeal, and see also , State ex rel. 
M. B. v. Brown, 532 S . W.2d 893, 896 (Mo . Ct.App. at S.L . 1976). 
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order the expungement of arrest records in particular instance s. 
The validity of such a practice is somewhat questionable. See 
Cissell v . Brostron, 395 S . W.2d 322, 325 (St.L.Ct.App. 1965). 
In any event, it is clear that magistrate courts possess no such 
powers since magistrate courts have no equity jurisdiction. 
Bridge Development Co. v. Vurro, 519 S.W.2d 321, 325 (Mo .Ct. App. 
at St.L. 1975); § 482.100(2), RSMo 1969 . 

Moreover , although you suggest in your opinion request that, 
if necessary, legislation should be introduced to insure e xpunge
ment of the records of a pardoned conviction, the complete ex
pungement of such records would, in many cases, be constitutionally 
prohibited. For example, if the pardoned individual had previously 
appealed his conviction to the Court of Appeals or to the supreme 
Court, Article v, § 12 of the Constitution of Missouri requires 
that the court ' s opinion ~shall be in writing and filed in the 
respective causes, and shall become a part of the records of the 
court and be free for publication." Pursuant to§ 477.231, RSMo 
1969, and an order entered by the Missouri supreme Court, en bane, 
on November 12, 1956, the opinions of the Missouri appellate courts 
are officially reported in published volumes of the Southwestern 
Reporter, copies of which are disseminated to attorneys and 
law libraries throughout the United States. Consequently, in 
instances where the expunged conviction has been the subj e ct of 
an appeal, the expungement of all of the records of that con
viction would not only be practically impossible but also uncon
stitutional. See also, Opinion No. 109, issued March 25, 1974, 
to A. J. Seier. 

CONCLUSION 

It is, therefore, the opinion of this office that a gove rnor's 
unconditional pardon o f a person convicted of a crime does not 
operate to expunge the records pertaining to such person. Nor 
do §§ 610 . 100 or 610.105, RSMo Supp. 1975, require or authorize 
the expungement of such records. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Philip M. Koppe. 

N ASHCROFT 
ttorney General 

Enclosures: Op. No. 299, 9- 28-73, McNeal 
Op . No . 109, 3-• 5-74, Seier 
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SCHOOLS: 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS : 

The publ ic school districts in this state 
may not use funds available to them under 
Part B of Title IV of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965 to provide the services described 
therein to nonpublic school children on nonpubl ic school premises . 
The Department of E l emen tary and Secondary Education may not pro
vide assurances pursuant to Secti on 4 03(a) (3) of Title I V (20 U. S . C. 
§ 1803(a) (3)) that Title IV funds will be used to benefit children 
attending nonpublic schools as required by Section 406 (20 U. S.C . 
§ 1806). 

OPINION NO. 102 

May 16 , 1977 

Dr. Arthur L . Mallory 
Commissioner of Education 
Department of Elementary and 

Fl LED 
)o;z Secondary Education 

Jefferson State Office Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr . Mallory: 

This opinion is issued in response to your request for an 
official ruling on the following questions : 

" I . .Hay the public school districts of His
souri use funds available to them under 
Part B of Title IV of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1 965 , as amend
ed by P.L . 93-380, to provide each of the 
following services to children attending 
nonpublic schools; 

(1) the loaning of library resources, 
including library books and other 
printed and publ ished mater ials; 

(2) the loaning of textbooks ; 

(3) the loaning of instructional equip
ment and other instructional material s ; 

(4) the provision of guidance counseling 
and testing services and materials , 
which may include personal services . 
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II. May the Department of Elementary and Sec
ondary Education provide, in its Annual 
Program Plan for Title IV , the assurance 
that the public school districts will com
ply with the requirements of Section 406 
of Title IV, relating to the participa
tion of pupils and teachers in nonpublic 
elementary and secondary schools in all 
the services under Part B of the Act, as 
required by Section 403(a) (3) of Title 
IV . II 

You have further stated that the use of the material and ser
vices in Question I would take place on nonpublic school premises, 
and this opinion is based on those circumstances. 

I 

The federal program providing financial assistance to local 
educational agencies for libraries and learning resources (Part 
B, Title IV, ESEA of 1965) is found in 20 U.S.C. §§ 1801 through 
1821. The statutory scheme for the disbursement of such federal 
financial assistance provides, in pertinent part , for lump sum 
grants to the several state educational agencies based roughly on 
the school age population within the state (Section 1802(b)) . 
Each state educational agency desiring to receive grants must, 
with the aid of a state advisory council, submit a plan outlining 
its program for distribution of the allotment to local educational 
agencies (generally school districts which actually expend the 
f unds) according to their enrollment on an equitable basis , with 
special emphasis, however, on financially deserving agencies (Sec
tion 1803). The purposes for which the grant is made include the 
acquisition of school library resources, textbooks , and other 
printed and published instructional material; the acquisition of 
instructional equipment ; testing services and materials and guid
ance counseling services , which may include personal services 
(Section 182l(a)) . 

Section 1806 provides: 

"Participation of children enrolled in 
private school s-- Secular , neutral , and non
ideological services, materials, and equip
ment and other arrangements for benefit of 
children in private schools 

"(a) To the extent consistent with the num
ber of children in the school district of a 
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local educational agency (which is a recip
ient of funds under this subchapter or which 
serves the area in which a program or project 
assisted under this subchapter is located) 
who are enrolled in private nonprofit elemen
tary and secondary schools , such agency , after 
consultation with the appropriate private 
school officials, shall provide for the bene
fit of such children in such schools secular, 
neutral , and nonideol ogical services , mate
rials, and equipment including the repair, 
minor remodeling, or construction of public 
school facilities as may be necessary for 
their provision (consistent with subsection 
(c) of this section), or , if such services , 
materials, and equipment are not feasible or 
necessary in one or more such private schools 
as determined by the local educationa l agency 
after consultation with the appropriate pri
vate school officials, shall provide such 
other arrangements as will assure equitable 
participation of such children in the pur
poses and benefits of this subchapter . 

Equal expenditures 

" (b) Expenditures for programs pursuant 
to subsection (a) of this section shall be 
equal (consistent with the number of chil
dren to be served) to expenditures for pro
grams for children enrolled in the public 
schools of the local educational agency , 
taking into account the needs of the in
dividual children and other factors (pur
suant to criteria supplied by the Commis
sioner) which relate to such expenditures , 
and when funds available to a local educa
tional agency under thi s subchapter are used 
to concentrate programs or projects on a 
particular group , attendance area , or grade 
or age level, children enrolled in private 
schools who are included within the group , 
attendance areas, or grade or age level se
lected for such concentration shall, after 
consultation with the appropriate private 
school officials, be assured equitable par
ticipation in the purposes and benefits of 
such programs or projects. 
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Administration 

"{c) {1) The control of funds provided un
der this subchapter and title to materials, 
equipment, and property repaired , remodeled 
or constructed therewith shall be in a public 
agency for the uses and purposes provided in 
this subchapter , and a public agency shall 
administer such funds and property . 

" {2) The provision of services pursuant to 
this section shall be provided by employees 
of a public agency or through contract by 
such public agency with a person, an asso
ciation, agency, or corporation who or which 
in the provision of such services is inde
pendent of such private school and of any 
religious organization, and such employment 
or contract shall be under the control and 
supervision of such public agency , and the 
funds provided under this subchapter shall 
not be commingled with State or local funds . 

Waiver of requirement of State 
participation 

"{d) If a State is prohibited by law from 
providing for the participation in programs 
of children enrolled in private elementary 
and secondary schools , as required by this 
section , the Commissioner may waive such 
requirement and shall arrange for the pro
vision of services to such children through 
arrangements which shall be subject to the 
requirements of this section. 

Arrangements for services where 
State agency fails to provide 

for participation on 
equitable basis 

"{e) If the Commissioner determines that 
a State or a local educational agency has 
substantially failed to provide for the par
ticipation on an equitable basis of children 
enrolled in private elementary and secondary 
schools as required by this section, he shall 
arrange for the provision of services to such 
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children through arrangements which shall be 
subject to the requirements of this section. 

Payment of cost of arranged 
services from appropriate 

State allotments 

"(f) When the Commissioner arranges for ser
vices pursuant to this section, he shall , af
ter consultation with the appropriate public 
and private school officials, pay the cost of 
such services from the appropriate allotment 
of the State under this subchapter." 

There is no question but that Congress intended private and 
parochial schools to benefit from these grants, whether through 
state and local administration or directly from the federal gov
ernment . Because control of funds and title to materials is vest
ed in the local public agency (Section 1806(c} (1}} , the provision 
of such materials and services to nonpublic school children is 
typically accomplished through contractual and lending arrange
ments . The question you have raised is whether the Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education or the local public school dis
tricts in this state may participate in making the services out
lined above available to children in nonpublic schools. 

In Mallory v . Barrera , 544 S.W.2d 556 (Mo . Banc 1976}, the 
Missouri Supreme Court examined Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, which provides federal finan
cial assistance for the benefit of educationally deprived chil
dren in areas with concentrations of low-income families . Non
public school participation in the program is mandated by Title 
I , and the precise issue raised in Mallory was whether or not 
Missouri law would permit the use of public school personnel paid 
with Title I funds to provide teaching services to private school 
children on the premises of private (sectarian and nonsectarian) 
schools during regular school hours . The court held, 544 S.W.2d 
at 561: 

"We are inclined to the view, and hold, 
(1} that when these funds are paid to the 
state , as required by the Act (20 u.s .c. , 
§ 24lg(a) (1)) , they must be deposited in the 
state treasury; (2) that when so deposited , 
these funds are held by the state in trust 
for the uses and purposes specified in the 
Title I program approved by the Federal Com
missioner, and may be appropriated and used 
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by the state for such of those purposes as 
are not proscribed by the laws of this state; 
{3) that that part of these funds in a Title 
I project which has been approved by the Fed
eral Commissioner for use in a free public 
school is 'money donated to [a] state fund 
for public school purposes' within the mean
ing of the laws of Missouri; {4) that the 
use of any part of Title I funds by the state 
to provide teaching services to elementary 
and secondary school children on the premises 
of parochial schools would constitute the use 
of public funds {a) in aid of a denomination 
of religion proscribed by Art. I, § 7; and {b) 
to help to support or sustain a school con
trolled by a sectarian denomination proscribed 
by Mo.Const. Art. IX, § 8. Harfst v. Hoegen, 
349 Mo. 808 , 163 S.W.2d 609, 613- 614[8, 10) {Mo . 
bane 1942); Berghorn v. Reorganized School Dis
trict No. 8, 364 Mo . 121, 260 S.W.2d 573 , 582-
583 {1953); Paster v. Tussey, 512 S.W.2d 97 {Mo. 
bane 1974)." {footnotes omitted) 

Thus, where federal funds are paid into the state treasury , 
they are public funds of the state and may not be spent for pur
poses prohibited by the Missouri Constitution. It should be noted 
that Title IV funds, like Title I funds , are paid to the state for 
deposit in the state treasury, 20 u.s.c. § 1802; Mallory, supra at 
561 , n. 10. The question, therefore, becomes whether or not the 
purposes for which Title IV funds are to be spent are prohibited 
by the Missouri Constitution. 

In Mallory, the court held that public funds of the state 
may not be used to provide teaching services to children on the 
premises of parochial schools. It has also been held that pub
lic funds may not be used to provide textbooks for use in paro
chial schools, Paster v. Tussey, 512 S . W.2d 97 {Mo.Banc 1974); nor 
may they be used to provide transportation for parochial school 
students , McVey v. Hawkins, 258 S . W.2d 927 {Mo.Banc 1953); nor 
may they be used to provide speech clinicians and speech therapy 
to parochial school children, Special District for Education and 
Training of Handicapped Children of St. Louis County v. Wheeler, 
408 S.W.2d 60 {Mo.Banc 1966). 

Title IV funds are used to provide library resources, text
books, instructional materials, and testing and guidance services 
and materials. While not all of these particular services have 
been specifically examined by the courts of this state, we are 
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unable to find any factor which might distinguish these services 
from those the provision of which to nonpublic schools has been 
ruled unconstitutional in Mallory, Paster, McVey , and Special 
District, supra. In Mallory , supra at 560 , the court restated 
~ts holding from Special District, supra at 63 : 

" ..• ' ( t]he use of public school funds for 
the education of pupils in parochial schools 
is not for the purpose of maintaining free 
publ ic school s' within the meaning of Mo. 
Const . Art . IX , § 5, . " (Emphasis 
supplied) 

Because library resources , textbooks , instructional equipment, and 
testing and guidance services and materials unquestionably contri 
bu te to the education of pupils , we conclude that neither the De
partment of Elementary and Secondary Education nor the local educa
tional agencies who administer Title IV funds may spend such fund s 
to provide the above-mentioned materials and services to children 
attending nonpublic schools under the laws of this state . 

II 

Section 403(a} (3) of Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (29 U. S.C. § 1803(a} (3}} requir es t he s t ate 
educational agency in preparing its plan to provide: 

" . .. assurances that the requ irements of 
section 1806 of this title (relating to the 
participation of pupils and teachers in non
public e l ementary and secondary schools} will 
be met, or certifies that such requirements 
cannot legally be met in such State;" 

In view of the conclusion reached in answer to your first question , 
it is the opinion of this office that the Department of Elementary 
and Secondary Education may not provide assurances that the re
quirements of Section 1806 will be met in this state . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the public school dis
tricts in this state may not use funds available to them under 
Part B of Title IV of the El ementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 to provide the services described therein to nonpublic 
school children on nonpublic school premises . It is the further 
opinion of this office that the Department of Elementary and Sec
o ndary Education may not provide assurances pursuant to Section 
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40 3 (a} (3} of Title IV (20 U.S.C. § 1803 (a} (3}} that Title IV funds 
will be used to benefit children attending nonpublic schools as re
quired by Section 406 (20 u.s.c . § 1806) . 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Sheila Hyatt. 

Yours very truly, 

~SH:-ROFT 
Attorney General 
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SCHOOLS: 
COLLEGES: 
UNIVERSITIES: 
PUBLIC RECORDS: 
SUNSHINE LAW: 

All records of state colleges and 
universities concerning faculty 
and staff salaries and records 
relating to the financial condi
tion of such colleges and uni
versities , except those specif-

ically excluded by state 
to members of the public 

or federal law , must be made available 
upon request . 

OPINION NO . 105 

May 17 , 1977 

Honorable Thomas D. Carver 
State Representative, District 137 
Room 235B , Captiol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Carver: 

Fl LED 

los 

This official opinion is issued in response to a r equest 
for a ruling on the following question: 

"Are state- funded Missouri colleges and uni
versities required to keep records open and 
available to the public concerning c u rrent 
individual salaries of their faculty and 
staff? Also , are records available and 
open to t he public deal ing with the general 
financial conditions of a state college or 
university? " 

Section 610.010(2) , RSMo Supp. 1975 , defines a "public 
governmental body" as : 

" . .. any constitutional or statutory gov
ernmental entity, including any state body , 
agency, board, bureau , commission , committee , 
department , division , or any political sub
divi sion of the state , of any county or of 
any municipal government, school district 
or general purpose d i strict , and any other 
governmental deliberative body under the 
direction of three or more elected or ap
pointed members having r uleroaking or quasi
judicial power; " 
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Section 610.010(4) , RSMo Supp. 1975, defines a "public 
record" as "any record retained by or of any public governmental 
body o II 

20 u.s . C.A. § 1232(g) provides that students ' records must 
be closed to all but the students themselves and their parents, 
except for some types of information under certain specific 
circumstances not relevant here. 

Section 610.025, RSMo Supp. 1975, would permit records to 
be closed under the following circumstances. 

"2. Any meeting, record or vote pertain
ing to legal actions, causes of action or 
litigation involving a public governmental 
body, leasing, purchase o r sale of real 
estate where public knowledge of the trans
action might adversely affect the legal con
sideration therefor may be a closed meeting, 
closed record, or closed vote . 

* * * 
"4. Any nonjudicial mental health proceed

ings and proceedings involving physical health , 
scholastic probation, scholastic expulsion or 
scholastic graduation, welfare cases, meetings 
relating to the hiring, firing or promotion 
of personnel of a public governmental body 
may be a closed meeting, closed record, or 
closed vote. 

"5. Other meetings , records or votes as 
otherwise provided by law may be a closed 
meeting, closed record, or closed vote ." 

State-funded colleges and universities are public governmental 
bodies as defined by the statute, therefore, all records retained 
by these institutions are public records except those authorized 
or required to be closed under state or federal law. Records as 
to the current salaries of faculty and staff and all regularly 
prepared financial statements of these institutions are public 
records. We enclose Opinion Letter No . 130 , dated July 30, 1973, 
to Representative Wayne Goode , which makes a similar holding . 
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CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that all records of state 
colleges and universities concerning faculty and staff salaries 
and records relating to the financial condition of such colleges 
and universities, except those specifically excluded by state or 
federal law , must be made available to members of the public 
upon request. 

The foregoing op1n1on, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant , Bruce E. Anderson. 

Very truly yours, 

J}!&-- a,.e._~ 
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 

Enclosure: Op. Ltr. No. 130 
7-30-73, Goode 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

~k</~ey ~nerd~ <-/~~U/J'V 
JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

July 7, 1977 

Honorable Gladys Marriott 
State Representative, District 37 
Room 313E, Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, ~1issouri 65101 

Dear Representative Marriott: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 106 

!314) 751-3321 

This letter is in response to your request for an official 
opinion of this office asking the following question: 

"Shall a barber school established in compli
ance with Chapter 328 RSMo, 1969, be required 
to include courses .of study in arranging, 
dressing, curling, waving, permanent waving, 
cleansing, cutting, bleaching, tinting and 
coloring?" 

As indicated by your question, the provisions which govern 
the education of barbers in preparation for licensure in Missouri 
are set out in Chapter 328, RSMo. 

Among the powers granted the State Board of Barber Examiners 
is the authority to license and regulate barber schools or colleges. 
Section 328.120, RSMo, provides in pertinent part: 

"1 .•• The board shall have the right to 
pass upon the qualifications, appointments, 
and course of study in the school or college, 

" . . . 
In addition, the requirements for an individual to become 

licensed as a barber include the following components of Section 
328.080, RSMo: 
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"2. (3) [Study] for at least one thousand 
hours in a period of not less than six months 
in a properly appointed and conducted barber 
school . . . 

* * * 
"3. The board shall be the judge of 

whether the barber school or college is prop
erly appointed and conducted under proper 
instruction to give sufficient training in 
the trade." 

In furtherance of its statutory directive, the Board has 
promulgated regulations itemizing the subjects which must be 
taught in schools in order to constitute a proper course of 
study and give sufficient training in the trade. These regula
tions appear in 4 CSR 60-2.010(16). We are attaching a copy for 
your information, and, in the interest of brevity, will not quote 
each section in full in this opinion. 

We note that the above-referenced section of the regulations 
includes reference to several subjects similar in nature to those 
listed in your question. We conclude, therefore, that the Board 
considers mastery by the student of the subjects listed in the 
regulations a prerequisite to licensure. 

By reaching this conclusion, however, we do not mean to 
infer that such schools are forbidden by .law or regulation to 
instruct in subjects other than those which the Board deems 
necessary, so long as those subjects are in addition to the 
state required courses. 

We are also enclosing for your information a copy of Opin
ion No. 223, June 1, 1967, to Casey, which responds to a question 
somewhat related to your own. 

Very truly yours, 

Attorney General 

Enclosures: 4 CSR 60-2.010 Rules, Regulations and 
Curriculum Prescribed for Barber Schools 

Op. No. 223 
6/1/67, Casey 
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August 16, 1977 

Hono:cc.ble Kaye Steinmetz 
Representative, District 57 
No. 13 I,onghenrich Drive 
Florissant, Missouri 63031 

Deo.r Representative Steinmetz: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 107 
Answer by letter-Burns 

FILED 

J 0 7 

I am enclosing Sections 16 and 1? of 11 CSP 70-2,130, Re
tailers Conduct of Business. The bm ne\v sections becane a 
part of such rule on August 11, 1977. I believe that this an
swers the question contained in your opinion request. 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN 1\SHCROF'l' 
Attorney General 



Title 11-DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
SAFETY 

Division 70--Division of Liquor Control 
Chapter 2-Rules and Regulations 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

11 CSR 70-2.130 Retailers Conduct of Business. 
The Division of Liquor Control proposes to amend the 
rule by adding two new sections, (16) and (17). The 
new sections establish rules for closing of licensed 
establishments during special elections. 

PURPOSE: These amendments establish provi
sions for special elections when an election is 
held in only a portion of a political subdivision. 

11 CSR 70-2.130 Retailers Conduct of Business 

(16) Whenever an election is held in only a 
portion of a political subdivision and a statute 
requires that licensed premises be closed for a 
specified period on the day of such election, only 
licensed premises located within the areas in· 
which the election is held are to be closed for the 
period specified by the statute. 

(17) Whenever an election is held in only a 
portion of a political subdivision and a statute 
requires that licensed premises prohibit the con
sumption of intoxicating liquor on the day of 
such election, only licensed premises located 
within the areas in which the election is held are 
required to prohibit the consump.tion of intoxi
cating liquor for the period specified by the 
statute. 

Auth: section 311.660 RSMo. (1969). 

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COMMENTS: Anyone 
may file a statement in support or in opposition to 
this proposed rulemalling at the Division of Li
quor Control, 505 Missouri Blvd., Jefferson City, 
Missouri, 65101. To be considered, comments 
must be received within 30 days after publication 
of this notice in the Missouri Register. No public 
hearing is scheduled. 

Title 12~DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE 
Division 10-Director of Hevenuc 

Chapter 3-State Sales Tax 

PROPOSED HECISSION 

12 CSR 10-3.170 Computer Printouts. The director 
of revenue proposes to rescind this rule. 

PURPOSE: This rule is being rescinded because 
its wording and phraseology have, in practice, 
tended more toward creating confusion than 
providing adequate guidelines. 

[12 CSR 10-3.170 Computer Printouts] 

[(I) Persons selling computer printouts, computer 
output on microfilm or microfiche or computer assist
ed photo compositions are subject to the sales tax on 
the gross receipts from all such sales when the sales 
are made to the purchasers after processing data in 
order for the purchasers to obtain the desired infor
mation contained in the tangible personal property 
sold. \Vhen a purchaser's main objective is the acqui
sition of the information on the printed material itself, 
the seller is subject to the sales tax. When a pur
chaser's main objective is to obtain the benefits of the 
seller's personal skills, the seller is not subject to the 
sales tax.] 

[(2) Example 1: Dogwell Company contracts with 
Cumpy Corporation for the purchase of mechanically, 
electrically and electronically rearranged bookkeep
ing and accounting information .. Dogwell Company 
provides only the source information. Cumpy Cor
poration is subject to the sales tax on the gross 
receipts from the sale of the rearranged information 
returned to Dogwell in a computerized printout for
mat. If Cumpy was required to perform additional 
non-computerized analysis or evaluation of the com
puter printout data in order to furnish the desired 
information to Dogwell, Cumpy would not be subject 
to the sales tax.] 

[(3) Example 2: Punch Manufacturing Company con
tracts with Cumpy Corporation to instruct its em
ployees in the use of the computer which it owns. 
Cumpy. Corporation transfers instruction cards to 
Punch for use in employee training. Cumpy is not 
subject to the sales tax on the sales of trainint{ 
materials to Punch. If the training materials were sold 
by Cumpy in conjunction with a sale, lea;.a~ or license 
of a computer system, Cumpy would be subject to the 
sales tax.] 
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SCHOOLS: 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 

Section 117.011, RSMo , which pro
hibits the sale of a schoolhouse 
or school site until another site 
and house are provided does not 
apply to a six-director school 
district which proposes to sell 
two of its six elementary schools. 

Mr. Thomas J. Marshall 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Randolph County 
107 North Fifth Street 
Moberly, Missouri 65270 

Dear Mr. Marshall: 

OPINION NO . 108 

April 20, 1977 Fl LED 
/ tJ! 

This opinion is in response to your question which primar
ily asks : 

"Does §177.011 RSMo, prohibit a proposed 
sale of two of six elementary schools by the 
School Board of the Moberly Public School 
District 181, a six-director district, unless 
another site and building is provided for 
each of the two schools to be sold?" 

You also ask additional questions in the event that the 
above question is answered in the negative. However, in view 
of our answer we direct ourselves only to the question stated. 

Section 177 .• 011, RSMo, provides: 

"The title of all schoolhouse sites and 
other school property is vested in the dis
trict .in which the property is located. All 
property leased or rented for school ·pur
poses shall be wholly under the control of 
the school board during such time. No board 
shall lease or rent any building for school 
purposes while the district schoolhouse is 
unoccupied, and no schoolhouse or school 
site shall be abandoned or sold until another 
site an~ house are provided for the school 
district." 
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In addition, Section 177 .091, RSMo Supp . 1975, provides: 

11 1. The school board in each six-director 
district , as soon as sufficient funds are 
provided, shall establish an adequate number 
·of elementary schools , and if the demands of 
the district require more than one elementary 
school building, the board shall divide the 
district into elementary s chool wards and fix 
the boundaries thereof. The board shall 
select and procure a site in each ward and 
erect and furnish a suitable school build
ing thereon. 

11 2. The board may also establish high schools 
and may select and procure sites and erect and 
furnish buildings therefor. 

11 3. The board may acquire additional grounds 
when needed for school purposes. 

"4. If there is within the district any 
school property that is no longer required 
for the use of the district, the board, by an 
affirmative vote of a majority of the whole 
board, may authorize and direct the sale of 
the property . The sale, unless it is to a 
public instituti on of higher education , shall 
be to the highest bidder, and notice that the 
board is holding the property for sale shall 
be given by publication in a newspaper within 
the county in which all or a part of the dis
trict is located which has general circulation 
within the district, once a week for two con
secutive weeks , the last publication to be at 
least seven days prior to the sale of the prop
erty; except that, school property may be sold 
to a city, state agency , municipal corporation, 
or other governmental subdivision of the state 
located within the boundaries of said district, 
for public uses and purposes, by the giving 
of public notice as herein provided and at 
such sum as may be agreed upon between the 
school district and the city, state agency, 
municipal corporation, or other governmental 
subdivision of the state. · The deed of convey
ance shall be executed by the president and 
attested by the secretary of the board. If 
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the district has a seal, it shall be affixed 
to the deed. The proceeds derived from the 
sale shall be placed to the credit of the 
building fund of the district. " 

In the case of Corley v. Montgomery, 46 S.W . 2d 283 (K.C . Mo. 
App. 1932), the court held in reference to Section 9269, RSMo 1929 , 
which is now Section 177.011, at l.c. 288: 

" .. So that section 9269, R.S . Mo. 1929, is 
not dealing with a mere ward school or school
house, but is speaking of districts not so con
stituted and divided, and prevents the school
house or site in that district from being 
abandoned or sold until 'another ' is provided 
for that district . The question in the case 
at bar is not whether a board has the power 
to abandon the only school established and 
maintained within a district but whether it 
has the power to discontinue holding school 
in what section 9330, R.S.Mo . 1929, calls a 
'school ward,' that being merely one of the 
small fractional parts of the school district 
which the board, in its discretionary power 
created and set up in the first instance. 
It would seem that what the board has power, 
in its discretion, to create, it would like
wise have the discretionary power, in the 
absence of any statute specifically appli
cable forbidding it , to discontinue or do 
away with . The discretionary power to divide 
the school district into wards, and to use 
that discretion in regard to both number and 
size of said wards, would seem to impliedly 
negative the idea that, after having once 
made that division, the same must remain 
forever unchangeable, no matter what 'the 
demands of the district require ' nor how few 
of said wards , or ward schools , may consti
tute 'an adequate number' for the district, 
which quoted expressions are used in said 
section 9330 giving the board the above 
mentioned discretionary power . . . " 

We conclude from the above holding that Section 177.011 does 
not pr ohibit the board of directors of a six-director school dis 
trict from selling two of the six elementary schools operated by 
the board because four elementary schools will remain to which 
the students, who attended the schools to be closed, may be 
assigned. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that Section 177.011, RSMo , 
which prohibits the sale of a schoolhouse or school site until 
another site and house are provided does not apply to a six
director school district which proposes to sell two of its six 
elementary schools. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach . 

Very truly yours, 

~R~~ 
Attorney General 
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June 28, 1977 

OPINI ON LETTER NO . 109 
Answer by Letter - Klaffenbach 

Honorable Richard J. DeCoster 
Representative, District 1 
407A, Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Representative DeCos ter : 

------ -
F l LE D I 
/IJC? i 

------~·-

This letter is in r esponse to your question asking whether 
the Missouri State Council on the Arts is in violation of Arti
cle III, Section 38(a) of t he Missouri Constitution in entering 
into certain contracts with artists whereby the artists are to 
be paid from public funds for their services . You indicate that 
you are aware of our Opinion No . 155, dated October 8, 1976, to 
sikes, in which this office held that the Council has authority 
to contract with artists for workshops, lectures , demonstrations, 
performances and art objects without violating Article III, Sec
tion 38 (a) . However, you state that you desire that \'7G give you 
an opi nion based on a review of various contracts made by the 
Council and the expenditure of funds made by the contracting 
artists pursuant to the contracts. 

The facts that you have given us with respect to this request 
are not entirel y clear. We are of the view, however, tilat it is 
unnecessary to go into a detailed investigation of the individual 
cases in order to clarify whatever misunderstanding there may 
be with respect to Opinion No . 155-1976. 

That opinion, we believe, emphasizes t hat the Council has 
the authority to make contracts for certain services in the field 
of art. A contract , of course , by l egal definition, must have 
as one of its essential elements mutuality of consideration. 
This means that the Council must receive a valuable consideration 
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for the consideration that it provides under the contract. If 
the Council does not receive such consideration there is no law
ful contract. A grant or gift on the other hand, such as to be 
within the pr ohibition of Section 38(a) of Article III of the 
Missouri Constitution, lacks the element of mutuality of consid
eration. We have indicated that the Council may enter into 
contracts which would serve a public purpose as provided in 
Section 185.050, RSMo. Payments made under such provisions can 
only be made on basis of contract and cannot be made as a grant 
or gift to the individual artist . Again, this means that the 
Council acting on behalf of the state in performing its duties 
must act pursuant to the legal authority granted to it and must 
see that the state receives a quid pro quo. In the absence of 
mutuality of consideration the contract is a nullity . 

Clearly, there is some discretion in the Council as to the 
exercise of powers granted to it by law. Because the Council's 
authority is limited by the law of contract, we emphasize, the 
determining factor is what the Council receives on behalf of the 
public by the artist and not what the artist does with the con
sideration he receives under the contract. 

We conclude that the Council has no authority to expend pub
lic moneys without consideration and that the authority it has, 
as noted in Opinion No. 155-1976, is to enter into contracts. 
The Council is required to receive adequate consideration from 
the other contracting party and is not authorized to make gifts 
or grants to private parties. 

We are further of the view tha t individual consideration 
of such contracts is not the proper subject of an official 
opinion of this office under the provisions of Section 27.040, 
RSMo . 

Enclosure: Op. No. 155 
10/8//76, Sikes 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 

- 2 -



SHERIFFS: 
CIRCUIT ATTORNEYS: 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS: 

The term "prosecuting attorney" re
ferred to in the last sentence of 
Section 58.715, RSMo Supp. 1975, 
means, as applied to the City of 

St. Louis, the circuit attorney of the City of St. Louis. The 
duties of the sheriff which are prescribed by law for coroners 
are to be carried out by the circuit attorney of the City of St. 
Louis in case of a vacancy in the office of the sheriff of the 
City of St, Louis. 

April 15, 1977 

Honorable Thomas W. Shannon 
Prosecuting Attorney for the St. Louis 

Court of Criminal Correction of 
St. Louis City 

1320 Market Street, Room 153 
St. Louis, Missouri 63103 

Dear Mr. Shannon: 

OPINION NO. 111 

This is in response to your request for an opinion from 
this office as· follows: 

"In the event of a vacancy in the of
f ice of the Sheriff of the City of St. Louis, 
are the duties prescribed by Sections 58.210 
and 58.715 R.S.Mo (1973) assumed by the Pros
ecuting Attorney for the St. Louis Court of 
Criminal Correction of St. Louis City or the 
Circuit Attorney of the City of St. Louis?" 

Your request seeks our interpretation of Section 58.715, 
RSMo Supp. 1975. This statute, along with other "medical ex
aminer" provisions (Sections 58.700-58.765, RSMo Supp. 1975) 
was enacted by the General Assembly in 1973. (Laws 1973, S. B. 
122, Sections 1-17). 

"The basic thrust of [these] • . • statu
tory provisions • • • is to abolish mandator
ily the office of county coroner in certain 
classes of counties and to create the office 
of county medical examiner. In all other 
counties, the local electorate is given the 
righ.t to choose whether to replace the of
fice of county coroner with that of county 
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me dical examiner . . . . " State ex rel. 
McClellan v. Godfrey, 519 S.W.2d 4, 6 (Mo. 
Bane 1975) 

The medical examiner provisions essentially abolish the 
county coroner ' s office in certain counties and transfer the 
coroner's duties to the appointed medical examiner and county 
prosecuting attorney. In McClellan the Missouri Supreme Court 
held that the medical exam1ner provisions of Sections 58.700-
58 . 765 were applicable to and could be adopted by the City of 
St . Louis pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 58 . 760. 
We understand from your request that the provisions of Sections 
58.700-58.765 were subsequently proposed to and adopted by the 
City of St. Louis, that a city medical examiner has been ap
pointed pursuant to Section 58.700, and that the office of cor
oner of the City of St. Louis has been abolished pursuant to 
Section 56.755 . 

Section 58-715 provides as follows: 

"In addition to the duties prescribed by 
sections 58.010, 58 . 020, 58 . 060, 58 . 090 , 
58 . 160, 58.375, 58 , 451, 58,455 and 58.700 
to 58 . 765 the medical examiner shall per
form those duties and functions prescribed 
by law for coroners which are not in con
flict with the provisions of sections 58. 
010. 58.020 , 58.060, 58 .090, 58 .160 , 58 . 375, 
58.451 , 58 ,455 , and 58 . 700 to 58.765; ex-

' cept that, the medical examiner shall not 
perform any duty of the sheriff . The du
ties of the sheriff which are prescribed by 
law for coroners shall be performed by the 
prosecuting attorney in all counties in 
which there is a medical examiner ." 

The duties of the sheriff prescribed by law for the county 
coroner , in the event of a vacancy in the sheriff's office, are 
found in Section 58.200, RSMo 1969, which states as follows: 

"When the office of sheriff shall be va
cant, by death or otherwise , the coroner 
of the county is authorized to perform all 
the duties which are by law required to 
be performed by the sheriff, until another 
sheriff for such count y shall be appointed 
and qualified, and such coroner shall have 
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notice thereof, and in such case, said cor
oner may appoint one or more deputies, with 
the approbation of the judge of the circuit 
court; and every such appointment, with the 
oath of office endorsed thereon, shall be 
filed in the office of the clerk of the 
circuit court of the county." 

The duties of the sheriff prescribed by law for the coroner 
of the City of St. Louis, in the event the city sheriff is for 
any reason disqualified to act or refuses to act, are found in 
Section 58.210, RSHo Supp. 1975, which states as follows: 

"The coroner of the city of St. Louis shall 
do and perform all acts and exercise all 
powers within the limits of the city of St. 
Louis required or authorized by law to be 
performed by coroners in this state. The 
coroner is ex officio public elisor of 
the city, and in his capacity as public 
elisor shall perform all the duties and 
exercise all the powers of sheriff in the 
city, and perform all the duties and exer
cise all the powers of a constable in the 
city, in all cases where the sheriff or 
any constable of the city is for any reason 
disqualified to .act, or refuses to act. The 
coroner of the city of St. Louis shall re
ceive an annual salary of ten thousand five 
hundred dollars as full compensation for 
his services as coroner anq as public eli
sor. The coroner shall appoint two depu
ties and a chief clerk, whose appointment 
shall be m·ade in writing and filed with 
the mayor of the city of St. Louis. The 
deputies and chief clerk shall serve during 
the pleasure of the coroner. The deputies 
shall each take the same oath, have the 
same powers, perform the same duties and 
exercise the same authority as the coroner, 
who is responsible for their official con
duct. The deputies shall receive an an
nual salary of ten thousand five hundred 
dollars each, and the chief clerk shall 
receive an annual salary of seven thousand 
six hundred dollars, which salaries shall 
be paid in equal monthly installments, as 
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other official salaries in the city of St. 
Louis are paid. The salaries provided by 
this s .ection are in lieu of all fees.' ' 

We find no statutory or constitutional provisions exclu
sively relating to vacancies in the office of the sheriff of 
the City of St. Louis. In any event, whether the provisions 
of Section 58.200 or 58.210 apply to the facts detailed in 
your request, it appears that the duties and powers of the 
sheriff of the City of St. Louis are to be performed and exer
cised by .the coroner of the City of St. Louis when either ' the 
city sheriff ' s office is vacant or the city sheriff is for any 
reason disqualified to ·act or refuses to act. Since the City 
of St . . Louis has adopted the "medical examiner" provisions of 
Sections 58.700-58.765, those duties and powers prescribed by 
law for coroners are now to be performed by the "prosecuting 
attorney" pursuant to Section 58.715. v-Je understand your in
quiry to be whether the term "prosecuting attorney" contained 
in the last sentence of Section 58.715 pertains to the circuit 
attorney of the City of St. Louis or the prosecuting attorney 
for the St. Louis Court of Criminal Correction of St. Louis 
City. 

The duties and r ·esponsibili ties of the circuit attorney of 
the City of St. Louis and the prosecuting attorney for the St. 
Louis Court of Criminal Correction of St . Louis City are out
lined in Sections 56.430-56.620, RSMo. Section 56.430, RSMo 
1969, provides: 

"At the general election to be held in this 
state in the year 1948, and every fo~r . years 
thereafter, there shall be elected in the 
city of St. Louis one circuit attorney, who 
~hall reside in said city, and shall possess 
the same qualifications and be subject to the 
same duties that are prescribed by this chap
ter for prosecuting attorneys throughout the 
state, and the city register of said city 
shall transmit to the secretary of state an 
abstract of the votes given for each candi
date for circuit attorney in said city, in 
the same manner as is required by law of 
clerks of county courts." 

Section 56.440, RSMo 1969, provides: 

"At the general election in the year 1950 
and every four years thereafter, there shall 
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be elected by the qualified voters of St. 
Louis city a prosecuting attorney, to be 
styled, ' The Prosecuting Attorney for the 
St. Louis Court of Criminal Correction of 
St. Louis City ' . Said prosecuting attorney 
shall possess the same qualifications as re
quired by law for circuit attorneys; he shall 
hold his office for the term of four years, 
and until his successor shall be duly elected 
and qualified, unless sooner removed from of
fice. The duty of transmitting the abstract 
of the votes by which said officer is elected 
shall be performed by the register of said 
city, as provided in section 56.430." 

Comparing these two provisions, it is clear that the quali
fications of the prosecuting attorney for the St. Louis Court of 
Criminal Correction of St. Louis City are the same as the quali
fications of the circuit attorney of the City of St. Louis which 
in turn are the same as those prescribed for all prosecuting at
torneys throughout the state in Section 56.010, RSMo Supp. 1975. 
While the qualifications of the circuit attorney of the .City of 
St. Louis and the prosecuting attorney for the St. Louis Court 
of Criminal Correction of St. Louis City are identical, Section 
56.430 additionally prescribes that the circuit attorney of the 
City of St. Louis shall " .•. be subject to the same duties that 
are prescribed by this chapter for prosecuting a .ttorneys throughout 
the state, •• • • " Thus, while the circuit attorney of the City 
of St. Louis and the prosecuting attorney for the St . Louis Court 
of Criminal Correction of St. Louis City must have the same quali 
fications, only the circuit attorney possesses the same duties 
and responsibilities as prescribed by Chapter 56 for prosecuting 
attorneys throughout the state of thssouri. 

Sectiorts 56.060 and 56.070, RSMo Supp. 1975, set forth gen
eral duties of county prosecuting attorneys. They provide as 
follows: 

"1. Each prosecuting attorney shall com
mence and prosecute all civil and criminal 
actions in his county in which the county 
or state is concerned, defend all suits 
against the state or county, and prosecute 
forfeited recognizances and actions for 
the recovery of debts, fines, penalties 
and forfeitures accruing to the state or 
county. In all cases, civil and criminal, 
in which changes of venue are granted, he 
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shall follow and prosecute or defend, as 
the case may be, all the causes, for which, 
in addition to the fees now allowed by law, 
he 5hall receive his actual expenses. If 
any misdemeanor case is taken to the court 
of appeals by appeal he shall represent the 
state in the case in the court and make out 
and cause to be printed, at the expense of 
the county , all necessary abstracts of rec
ord and briefs , and if necessary appear in 
the court in person, or shall employ some 
attorney at his own expense to represent 
the state in the cour t , and for his ser
vices he shall receive the compensation 
that is proper , not to exceed twenty- five 
dollars for each case, and necessary trav
eling expenses , to be audited and paid ~s 
other claims are audited and paid by the 
county court of the county. 

"2. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsection 1, in any county of the first 
class not having a charter form of govern
ment for which a county counselor is ap
pointed, the prosecuting attorney shall 
only perform those duties prescribed by 
subsection 1 which are not performed by 
the county counselor under the provisions 
of law relating to the office of county 
counselor." 

"1. The prosecuting attorney shall repre
sent generally the county in all matters 
of law , investigate all claims against the 
county , and draw all contracts relating to 
the business of the county. lie shall give 
his opinion , without fee, in matters of 
law in which the county is interested, and 
in writing when demanded , to the county 
court or any judge thereof , except in 
counties in which there is a county coun
selor . He shall, without fee, give his 
opinion to any magistrate court , if re
quired , on any question of law in any 
criminal case , or other case in which the 
state or county is concerned, pending be
fore the court. 
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"2. Notwithstanding the provisions of sub
section l, in any county of the first class 
not having a charter form of government for 
which a county counselor is appointed, the 
prosecuting attorney shall only perform 
those duties prescribed by subsection l 
which are not performed by the county coun
selor under the provisions of law relating 
to the office of county counselor." 

In State ex rel. Thrash v. Lamb, 141 S.W. 665, 669 (Mo.Banc 
1911), the Missouri Supreme Court, in construing the provisions 
of what is now Section 56.060, stated: 

"The history of this legislation shows 
that, since 1825, it has been the policy of 
this state, as indicated by the various acts 
passed by the Legislature, to impose upon 
the local state's attorney, whether known 
as the circuit or prosecuting attorney, the 
duty of instituting proceedings in behalf 
of the state in matters arising within his 
local jurisdiction .•.• " 

We would also refer you to Attorney General's Opinion No. 
113 issued June 25, 1975, copy enclosed, in which it was held 
that the prosecuting attorney is each county and the circuit 
attorney of the City of St. Louis have authority to institute 
civil collection remedies for the collection of monies assigned 
to_ the state under the provision of Public Law 93-647 relating 
to family support. In that opinion the Attorney General noted 
that under Section 56.430 the circuit attorney of the City of 
St. Louis has the same duties and responsibilities as prescribed 
by law for prosecuting attorneys throughout the state. 

Section 58.715 provides that in counties in which the med
ical examiner provisions of Sections 58.700-58 . 765 are adopted 
the county prosecutor shall perform the duties of the county 
sheriff which are prescribed by law for the county coroner. In 
effect, these duties of the coroner are transferred to the county 
prosecuting attorney rather than the appointed county medical 
examiner. Since the City of St. Louis has adopted the medical 
examiner provisions of Sections 58.700-58.765, it is apparent 
that the legislature intended that, pursuant to Section 58.715, 
the duties of the city sheriff prescribed by law for coroners 
in Section 58.210 are to be transferred to and assumed by the 
city's functional equivalent of county prosecuting attorney~ 
the circuit attorney of the City of St. Louis. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is therefore the opinion of this office that the term 
"prosecuting attorney" referred to in the last sentence of Sec
tion 58.715, RSMo Supp. 1975, means, as applied to the City of 
St. Louis, the circuit attorney of the City of St. Louis. The 
duties of the sheriff which are prescribed by law for coroners 
are to be carried out by the circuit attorney of the City of St . 
Louis in case of a vacancy in the office of the sheriff of the 
City of St. Louis. 

The foregoing op1n1on, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Greg Hoffmann. 

Enclosure: Op. No . 113 
Graham, 6-25-75 

Yours very truly, 

~R~~ 
Attorney General 
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JUDGES: An incumbent magistrate judge who is 
presently over 76 years of age is re

quired under the provisions of Section 476.458, RSMo Supp. 1976, to 
retire December 31, 1978, the end of his term. 

OPINION NO. 112 

April 21, 1977 

Honorable Henry A. Panethiere 
State Senator, District 11 
Room 424, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Senator Panethiere: 

FILED 
H~ 

This opinion is in answer to your op1n1on request asking 
whether a magistrate judge who was born in 1898 and is therefore 
over 76 years of age and who is serving a four year term ending 
December 31, 1978, is eligible to be a candidate for reelection 
to such office in 1978. 

You also ask other questions; however, in view of our an
swer to your first question, we believe it is unnecessary to 
respond to such other questions. 

Section 476.458, RSMo Supp. 1976, provides: 

"1. Except as otherwise provided in this 
section, or by any other law, magistrate 
judges, probate judges, and probate ex of
f icio magistrate judges shall retire at 
the age of seventy years and may partici
pate, if otherwise eligible, in the re
tirement plan established by sections 476. 
515 to 476.570, except that, the provi
sions of sections 476.458, 478.071, 478. 
072, 481.205, 482.040, 482.090, 482.150, 
482.230, 482.300 to 482.365 and 483 . 497, 
RSMo, shall not prevent any person holding 
the office of magistrate judge, probate 
judge or probate ex officio magistrate 
judge, or any person elected or appointed 
to the office of magistrate judge, pro
bate judge or probate ex officio magis
trate judge from holding office during 
the remainder of the term to which he was 
elected or appointed. 
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"2. Any magistrate judge, probate judge 
not under the nonpartisan court plan, or 
probate ex officio magistrate judge who 
on August 13, 1976, or within six months 
thereafter, is seventy years of age or 
older, may petition the commission on re
tirement, removal and discipline to con
tinue to serve until age seventy- six if 
he has not completed a total of twelve 
years of service as a judge. Except as 
otherwise provided by any other law , any 
magistrate judge, probate judge not under 
the nonpartison [sic] court plan , or probate 
ex officio magistrate judge, who is in of
fice on August 13, 1976 , may, within six 
months before attaining the age of seventy 
years, petition the commission on retirement, 
removal, and discipline to be allowed to 
serve after he has attained that age until 
age seventy- six or has completed a total 
of twelve years of service as a judge, 
whichever shall occur first. If the com
mission finds the petitioner to be able to 
perform his duties and approves such ser
vice , the petitioner may continue to serve 
as such a judge until age seventy-six if he 
has not completed a total of twelve years 
of service as a judge at such age . No per
son shall be permitted to serve as such a 
judge beyond the age of seventy-six years 
regardless of whether or not he has com
pleted a total of twelve year s except for 
the purpose of completing the term to which 
he was elected or appointed, as provided in 
subsection 1 of this section. 

"3. Any magistrate, regardless of age elected 
in 1976 to fill an unexpired term shall be 
permitted to complete that term." 

We do not quote or discuss the provisions of the amendments 
to Articl e V of the Constitution (see RSMo Supp. 1976) because 
such provisions are not effective until January 2, 1979. 

Section 30 , Article V of the present Constitution does not 
require judges who are not under the nonpartisan court plan to 
retire at 70. Section 476.458 requires magistrate judges to re
tire at 70 years of age. Clearly, such a magistrate is not sub
ject to mandated retirement before the expiration of his present 
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term because he is allowed to complete his term under the stat
ute. Section 30, Article V of the present Constitution provides 
that all other members of the judiciary (other than those judges 
appointed under the provisions of Section 29(a)-(g) of Article V) 
shall be subject to and participate in such provisions as to re
tirement as may be provided by law . Therefore, the legislature 
has the authority to mandate the retirement of such judges. 

On the other hand, the - judge who is now over 76 years of age 
would not be eligible to serve a term which commences under Sec
tion 482.050, RSMo , on January 1, 1979 . Neither the statutory 
provisions nor the new constitutional provisions relating to the 
function of the Commission on the Retirement of Judges with re
spect to the extension of such judge ' s service are applicable to 
such a judge who is over 76 years of age. 

Thus, under the present circumstances, the judge is re
quired by statute to retire at the end of his term. Clearly , 
such a judge is not eligible to be a candidate for reelection 
in 1978 or to serve a term beginning January 1, 1979. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that an incumbent magis
trate judge who is presently over 76 years of age is required 
under the provisions of Section 476.458, RSMo Supp. 1976, to 
retire December 31, 1978, the end of his term. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach . 

Yours very truly , 

~c~~ 
Attorney General 
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December 27 , 1977 

OPINI ON LETTER NO . 113 

F~~ 
I' . ,_, I i I Mr. Stephen c . Bradford 

Commissioner 
Office of Administration 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

//1 I 
..__- . 

.. - ...... 

Dear Mr. Bradford: 

This letter is in response to your prede cessor ' s questions 
asking: 

"A. Pursuant to Section lll. 801, RSMo Supp. 
1975, is the State responsible for any 
costs in the 1976 primary and/or general 
elections where special propositions 
were submitted to the voters in addition 
to the primary and general candidates, 
and; if the answer is yes, what is the 
State's share of the election costs? 

"B . Pursuant to Section 111.801 , RSMo Supp. 
1975, is the State responsible for any 
costs in the election held on February 
15, 1977, for filling a State Senate 
seat in the 28th District, and the elec
tion held on December 28, 1973, for fill
ing a State Representative seat in the 
12th District; and if the answer is yes, 
what is the State's share of the election 
costs?" 

The request also states : 
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"In 1976 in the general and primary elec
tions, special propositions concerning state
wide questions were submitted along with the 
ballots for the candidates in the prinary and 
general e l ections . Jefferson County has 
submitted to the State the cost of the pri
mary and general elections in 1976 in Jefferson 
County and is requesting that the State pay 
half of these costs pursuant to Section 
111.801, RSHo Supp. 197 5. Attached is the 
correspondence requesting payMent by the 
State. 

"In an election held on February 15, 1977, 
for a State Senator in the 28th District, and 
an e lection held on December 28, 1973, for a 
State Representative in the 12th District , 
voters in the districts elected a Senator 
and a Representative to fill vacancies. 
Linn County and Macon County have submitted 
to the State the entire cost of holding these 
elections. Attached is the correspondence 
regarding these claims. '1 

Section 111. 801, RSMo Supp. 1975, provides: 

"1. All costs of any election , not other
wise provided for by law, shall be paid in 
equal portions by each authority submitting 
a question or proposition at the election. 

"2. l.ihen a question is submitted to a 
vote of all of the electors in the state, 
and no other question is submitted at the 
same election, all costs of the election 
shall be paid by the state . 

"3. Af t er an audit by the commissioner 
of administration the state treasurer shall 
pay the amounts claimed by and due the 
respective political subdivisions out of 
moneys appropriated by the legislature for 
that purpose." 

It is our understanding that the present confusion arises 
because of the last amendment to this section by Laws of f{issouri 
1971, p. 183, Section 1, which added what is now subsection 1 of 
Section 111.801 and assigned numbers to the subsequent two para
graphs which were taken from prior laws. 
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We note , for historical pur poses, that t he earlier provision 
on this subject was numbered Section 111.405, RSt-lo 1959, and it 
and subsequent amendments were interpreted by this office in 
Opinions No . 49, dated July 27 , 1955, to Kirtley , No. 19 , dated 
January 20, 1956, to Connett, No. 3, dated February 24, 1956, 
to Atterbury ; No. 161, dated l-1arch 4, 1970, to Lawson ; and 
No . 181, dated May 18, 1970, to Bauer. 

We also note, for historical purposes, that Secti on 111. 801 
was first introduced in t he l egislative process in House Bill 
149 of the 76th General Assembly containing the same provision 
as it did upon final passage. 

It is our understanding that there is considerable confusion 
as to whether t he terminology "not othen~ise provided for by la,_., n 
as contained in subsection 1 modifies "election ' or whether it 
modifies "costs of any election ., . We further understand that 
there is considerab le confusion as to precisely what ~1e legis
lature intended by the use of the word "question" in conjunction 
with the use of the word ''propos! tion" in such subsection. 

We have given this subsection a thorough examination in 
light of our prior opinions on the subject of election costs, 
the history of the law and its rela tionship to other laws, and 
we are of the view that it is impossible to determine hO\tl the 
Missouri courts would resolve these questions. 

In our view the leg islative intent is not fairly determin
able from the provision. The Missouri Supreme Court has in the 
past ruled that the court may consider a law void if it is too 
vague to permit reasonable interpr e tation. Missouri Pacific 
Railroad Co. v. Morris, 345 S.W.2d 52 (Mo.Banc 1961). Such a 
nolding is based on the view that where a statute is unduly 
vague an interpretation would be tantamount to legislation and 
thus woul d be improper under the constitutional prohibition 
respecting the separation of powers. 

Similarly, it is our view tha t we would not be serving your 
office properly by unduly speculating as to the legislative 
intent. Therefore, it i s our view that subsection 1 of Section 
111.801 is too vague for reasonable interpretation insofar as 
expenditure of state funds is concerned and that accordingly, 
you should not attempt to make any expenditures of state funds 
based upon that section. 

We further note that Section 111.801, RSMo Supp . 1975, has 
been repealed by Senate Substit ute for House Bill 101, First 
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Regular Session, 79th General Assembly , effective January 1, 
1978, and therefore that the analysis contained herein pertains 
only to costs incurred under the old language. 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney Gener a l 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL 

~l'urn~-;y/ z!Jgn~j ~ ~A.ioU/J<t; JOHN ASHCROFT 

JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

.. 
April 27, 1977 

Dr. Arthur L. Mallory 
Commissioner of Education 

OPINION LETTER NO. 115 

. State Department of Elementary ru~d 
Secondary Education 

Jefferson State Office Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr. Mallory: 

<3141 751-3321 

This letter is in response to your request fqr our review 
and certification of the Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education's Annual Program Plan for Adult Education Programs 
under the Adult Education Act of 1970, as amended. 

Our review has taken into consideration the Adult Educa-
tion Act of 1970, P.L. 91-230 1 as amended; the federal regula
tions applicable to such act, (45 C.F.R. parts 100, 166, !67, 
(October 1, 1976)); Article III, Section 38(a), Article IV, 
Section 15, and Article IX, Sections l(b), 2(a) and 2(b), Missouri 
Constitution; Sections 161.092, 171.096, and 178.430, RSMo 1969; 
and Section 171.091, RSMo Supp. 1975, and related provisions. 

It is the opinion of this office that: 

1. The Missouri State Department of Elemen
tary and Secondary Education is the state 
agency primarily responsible for the state 
supervision of public elementary and secon
dary schools and is, therefore, the "State 
education agency~ as that term is defined 
in 20 u.s.c. Section 1202(h). 
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2. The Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education has the authority under state 
law to submit this Annual Program Plan. 

3. The State Treasurer has authority·under 
state law to receive, hold and disburse 
federal funds under the Annual Program Plan. 

4. All of the provisions of the foregoing plan 
are consistent with state law. 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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April 27, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 116 

Answer by Letter - Hyatt 

Dr. Arthur L. Mallory 
Commissioner of Education 
State Department of Elementary and 

Secondary Education 
Jefferson State Office Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr . Mallory; 

Fl LED 
,j lip 

In accordance with your r equest of April 15, 1977, we have 
reviewed the Missouri State Department of Elementary and Secon
dary Education's "Ti tle I, ESEA , Annual Program Plan, Fiscal 
Year Ending September 30, 1978 . " This application for f ederal 
funds is being submitted unuer Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 , P.L. 89-10, as amended. 

In addition to the El ementary and Secondary Education Act 
o f 1965, as amended , and the regulations propounded pursuant 
thereto (45 C.F.R. 116, October 1, 1976 edition), our review has 
taken into consideration Article III, Section 38(a), Missouri 
Constitution, and Section 161.092 , RSMo Supp. 1975. 

Based on the foregoing, we hereby certify that the Missouri 
State Department of Elementary and Secondary Education has au
thority under state law to perform the duties and functions of 
a state educational agency under Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended, and the regulations 
propounded pursuant the reto, including those arising from the 
assurances set forth in the application. 

In addition to this opinion letter which constitutes our of
ficial certification, we have executed the form of certification 
attached to the Annual Program Plan. 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



STATE AUDITOR: 
DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH : 

The State Auditor has access to 
information contained in individ
ual personnel files maintained at 

the Department of Mental Health and its facilities even though parts 
of such files may be confident ial to the extent that such files re
late to the duty of the Auditor to post-audit the financial condi
tion of such institutions . 

December 7, 1977 

Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 
State Auditor 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Keyes : 

OPINION NO . 117 

FIL~D/ 

1!7 J 

This opinion is in answer to your following question : 

"Do auditors of the state auditor ' s office 
have free access to all documents contained 
within the personnel files belonging to the 
Department of Mental Health, which is re
qui r ed to be audited by the state auditor, 
even when such documents and/or the entire 
personne l files have been designated as con
fidential information by the department? " 

The additional facts which you supplied to us in your opinion 
request are : 

"State auditor's staff conducting an audi t 
examination of Marshall State School & Hos
pital was denied access to the employees' 
medical records and patrol investigation re
ports which are contained in the personnel 
files of this Department of Mental Health 
facility . such documents are routine rec
ords which are obtained for all employees 
and become a permanent part of the person
nel files . 

"The Department of Mental Health considers 
these records to be confidential and there
fo r e not available to the state auditor for 
examination until prior written approval of 
the individual employee(s) is obtained. " 



Honorable Thomas M. Meyes 

~pplicable state laws concerning the duties of the Auditor 
and penalties are: 

Se ction 29.130, RSMo 1969, states: 

"The state auditor shall have free access 
to all offices of this state for the in
spection of such books, accounts and pa
pers as concern any of his duties." 

Section 29.235.1, RSMo 1969, states: 

"All audits shall con ~orm to recognized 
governmental auditing practices." 

Se ction 29.250, RS~1o 1969 , states: 

"If any such officer or officers shall re
fuse to submit their books, papers and con
cerns to the inspection of the state auditor, 
or any of his examiners, or if anyone con
nected with the official duties of the state, 
county., institution, or political subdivision 
of the state, shall refuse to submit to be 
examined upon oath, touching the officers of 
such county or political subdivision, the 
state auditor shall report the fact to the 
prosecuting attorney, who shall institute 
such action or proceedings against such of
ficer or officers as he may deem proper." 

Section 29.260, RSMo 1969, states: 

"Nothing done in sections 29.010 to 29.360 
shall preclude any officer or officers in 
charge of the offices and institutions men
tioned in said sections from having proper 
recourse in the courts of law in this state." 

Section 29.340, RSMo 1969, states: 

"Any state or county official affected by 
this chapter who shall refuse or fail to 
comply with the provisions of this chapter 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor." 

Section 29.130 indicates that the State Auditor shall have 
free access to all offices of this state for the inspection of 
such documents and papers as concern any of his duties . 
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Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

The State Auditor pursuant to Section 29 . 200, RSMo 1969 , has 
a duty to post- audit the accounts of the Department of Mental 
Health. To the extent that the data and records contained in the 
personnel file maintained by the Department of Mental Health and 
its facilities on its employees reasonably relate to the duties 
of the State Auditor in performing his post-audit of the financial 
condition of that agency such data and records are to be made avail
able to him. However, the Department and the facilities are not 
required to provide to the State Auditor data or records contained 
in the personnel files which are not directly relevant to the Au
ditor ' s duty to conduct a post-audit of the financial condition of 
the Department or the facilities . 

Recently, the Supreme Court of Missouri in Director of Reve
nue v . State Auditor, 511 S . W.2d 779 (Mo . 1974), discussed the duty 
of the State Auditor to conduct a post-audit of the financial rec
ords of various state agencies and his access to certain material. 
The court held that Article IV, Section 13 of the Missouri Consti
tution requires no more of the State Auditor than that he verify 
that the financial picture of a department by examination after 
the fact of the financial statements of the transactions of the 
department and present his opinion as to the fairness with which 
the financial statements illustrate the financial position of the 
department. Accordingly , the court denied the State Auditor ' s re
quest for detailed information from tax returns filed by taxpayers 
of this state because the court found that the information contained 
on tax returns was not related to the State Auditor's auties. 

Under this holding, unless the data and records which are re
quested by the State Auditor are directly relevant to performing 
his duty of conducting a post-audit as to the financial status of 
the Department and its facilities , the Auditor has no statutory 
authority to demand access to such data and records . 

In this connection we point out that the basic question which 
has to be answered under the particular facts of each case is whether 
or not the Auditor has the duty and authority to inspect such data 
and records. The question is not whether the particular records 
are confidential under state law because it is clear that even 
though records may be confidential under state law, the Auditor 
would have the authority to see such records when he is acting in 
the proper performance of his official duties . Article IV, Sec-
tion 13 of the Missouri Constitution. 

It is our understanding that the Department of Mental Health 
has requested the State Auditor to demonstrate how such information 
relates to his duties to conduct a post- financial audit. It is 
further our understanding that the department has not refused the 
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Stale 1\uditor access to such information except to the extent tllat 
the Department believes that the information is not within the 
scope of the Auditor ' s duties. We believe that it is reasonable 
for a state agency to request the State Auditor t.o show how the 
information requested by him relates to his authority to conduct 
a post-financial audit provided there is a substantial question 
as to whether the Auditor ' s request may be in excess of his au
thority . 

Clearly, the Auditor has the power to subpoena the records 
pursuant to Section 29 . 235 . 2, RSMo 1969 . Further in the event 
the prosecuting attorney institutes action pursuant to section 29 . 
250, RSMo 1969, to compel the department to make certain records 
or information available to the Auditor, the burden will be on 
the l\uditor to demonstrate that such information relates to his 
duties . However, we do not believe or suggest that it should be
come the practice of the State Auditor to initiate legal action 
against such officers in every instance in which there appears to 
be a legitimate refusal by a state agency to produce documents and 
records. Clearly, it is the duty of state officers , whether elect
ed or appointed, to exercise a high degree of cooperation so that 
the duties of each can be performed expeditiously and in a manner 
consistent with the public interest . In this respect, since the 
Office of the Attorney General is placed in a position initially 
of representing all state officers under Chapter 27, RSMo, such 
differences as may exist between such officers should, in each 
particular case , be resolved to the extent possible by such offi
cers with the assistance of the Office of the Attorney General . 
Attorneys from this office will be available to assist the Auditor 
and the various state agencies in specific factual situations to 
the extent consistent with the legal views of this office . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the State Auditor has 
access to information contained in individual personnel files 
maintained at the Department of Mental Health and its facilities 
even though parts of such files may be confidential to the extent 
that such files relate to the duty of the Auditor to post-audit 
the financial condition of such institutions. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistants, Terry C. Allen and Daniel P . Card II. 
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Yours very truly, 

7~~ 
ASHCROFT 

Attorney General 
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September 27, 1977 
OPINION LETTER NO. 118 

Honorable Wesley S. Miller 
State Representative, District 121 
c/o House Post Office 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Representative Miller: 

(314} 751-3321 

This is in response to your request for an official opinion 
asking whether it is legal for a public school board to charge 
public school students who drive to school a parking fee for 
parking on school grounds. 

Article IX, Section l(a) of the Missouri Constitution 
provides: 

"A general diffusion of knowledge and 
intelligence being essential to the preser
vation of the rights and liberties of the 
people, the general assembly shall establish 
and maintain free public schools for the gra
tuitous instruction of all persons in this 
state within ages not in excess of twenty
one years as prescribed by law. . • . " 

Although parking fees were not specifically discussed, the 
Missouri Supreme Court's recent decision invalidating registra
tion and course fees indicates that Missouri has aligned itself 
with those jurisdictions which hold that the imposition of at 
least some fees is contrary to state constitutional provisions 
for "free public schools." Concerned Parents v. Caruthersville 
School District, 548 S.W.2d 554 (Mo. 1977). See also Paulson v. 
M1n1doka County School District No. 331, 463 P.2d 935 (Idaho 
1970); Bond v. Ann Arbor School District, 178 N.W.2d 484 (Mich. 
1970); Granger v. Cascade Count School District No. 1, 499 
P.2d 780 (Mont. 1972 . 

_,·1-----<··· 
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Honorable Wesley s. Miller 

In Caruthersville, supra at 562, the Supreme Court of 
Missouri held there could be " ... no admission charge (whether 
called tuition, registration fee or some other·name) and no charge 
for instruction, which means no course fees." It remanded for 
trial the question of the constitutionality of requiring students 
to furnish materials and equipment for use in class. The court 
suggested that at trial the parties offer proof as to whether 
such items were "an integral part of free public schools in 
which there is gratuitous instructions" and whether "at the . 
time the constitutional requirement was adopted, the people draft
ing and adopting the provision understood the language to encom
pass such things ...• " Caruthersville, supra at 554. 

Other tests formulated by courts which have held charges 
for books, supplies, equipment, or activities unconstitutional 
are whether the items are "necessary elements of any school's 
activity", Paulson, supra; an "integral fundamental part of the 
elementary and secondary education", ·Bond, supra, or "reasonably 
related to a recognized academic and educational goal", Granger, 
supra. 

Consistent with this approach, Attorney General Opinion No. 
269, 1972, ruled that a school district may not charge fees for 
band instruments or materials for making products where those 
courses are offered for academic credit, but fees may be charged 
for extracurricular activities, for late library returns, and 
for lost or damaged school property. 

The question which must be asked, therefore, is whether 
school parking privileges are an integral, fundamental part of 
the educational function of the school. An unstrained appli
cation of this principle leads to the conclusion that parking 
fees are constitutional because student parking on school grounds 
would not appear to be a necessary element or an integral, funda
mental part of the school's activity. Nor could it be said that 
a parking lot is reasonably related to a recognized academic and 
educational goal. Obviously, getting to school is necessary for 
education to occur but it has not been asserted that students 
cannot get to school un~ess parking on school property is pro
vided. Therefore, providing student parking is not an "ordinary 
school expense", nor is it "peculiarly necessary" for using 
the school. 

For these reasons, it is our view that a school district 
which provides space on its school grounds for student parking 
may constitutionally impose a reasonable fee for its use. 

Having concluded there is no constitutional barrier to the 
imposition of student parking fees, an additional question which 
must be answered is whether school boards are empowered by any 
statute to charge such fees. 
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Honorable Wesley s. Miller 

There is no statutory provision imposing a duty on a school 
board to provide parking with or without a fee. However, Sec
tion 171.011 RSMo 1969, provides in relevant part: 

"The school board of each school district 
in the state may make all needful rules and 
regulations for the.organization, grading 
and government in the school district ...• " 

In addition, Section 177.031, RSMo 1969, states in part: 

"1. The school board has the care and keep
ing of all property belonging to the district, 
• • • shall keep the schoolhouses and other 
buildings in good repair, the grounds belong
ing thereto in good condition, ... " 

We enclose Opinion No. 82, rendered September 2, 1970, to 
Representative Richard M. Marshall, which holds that a school 
district may lease or rent school real estate for a fair and 
reasonable consideration. 

We believe such opinion is applicable in the premises. Under 
the reasoning in such opinion, it is our view that a school dis
trict board can impose reasonable fees for student parking on 
public school grounds. 

Very truly yours, 

~0~~~.~~~~~---
Attorney General 

Enclosure: Op. No. 82, 
9/2/70, Marshall 

- 3 -



ASSESSMENTS: 
MOTOR VEHICLES: 

Under the provisions of subse ction 
2 of Section 150.040, RSMo Supp . 
1976, the gross amount received by 

the merchant for new motor vehicles is to be computed on the 
basis of the entire amount received from the sale of "new" motor 
vehicles as provided in Section 150.040(2), including the value 
of any trade-ins. 

OPINION NO. 120 

May 4, 1977 

Robert F. Love, Chairman 
Missouri State Tax Commission 
623 East Capitol Avenue 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Love: 

Ff LED 
/ q?() 

This opinion is in response to your request asking as 
follows: 

"How is the term 'gross amount received from 
sales' defined as used in section 150.040(2), 
R.S.Mo. 1976 Supp., which provides that the 
inventory valuation for assessme nt of the ad 
valorem tax on new vehicles shall be 9.5% of 
the gross amount received from sales by mer
chants for new motor vehicles sold by them 
from January 1 through March 31, of each 
year?" 

You further state: 

"The question revolves around the point of 
whether the 'gross amount received from 
sales' is inclusive or exclusive of trade 
in value, i.e., if a new car is sold for 
$6,000 and a car worth $5,000 is received in 
trade in, is the 'gross amount received from 
sales' $6,000 or $1,000?" 

Section 150.040, RSMo Supp. 1976, was the legislative response 
to the holding of the Supreme Court of Missouri in McKay Buick Inc., 
v. Spradling, 529 S.W.2d 394 (Mo.Banc 1975), in which the court 
held a prior enactment respecting the taxation of motor vehicles 
to be unconstitutional. 



Mr. Robert F. Love 

Section 150.040, RSMo Supp. 1976, provides: 

"1. Merchants shall pay an ad valorem tax 
equal to that which is levied upon real estate, 
on the highest amount of all goods, wares and 
merchandise, except new motor vehicles, which 
they may have in their possession or under 
their control, whether owned by them or con
signed to them for sale, at any time between 
the first Monday in January and the first 
Monday in April in each year; provided, that 
no commission merchant shall be required to 
pay any tax on any unmanufactured article, 
the growth or produce of this or any other 
state, which may have been consigned for sale , 
and in which he has no ownership or interest 
other than his commission . 

"2. Merchants shall pay an ad valorem tax 
equal to that which is levied upon real estate 
on new motor vehicles. The inventory valua
tion for assessment purposes for the ad valorem 
tax on new motor vehicles shall be nine and 
one-half percent of the gross amount received 
from sales by merchants for new motor vehicles 
sold by them from January first through March 
thirty-first of each year, and the assessor 
of each county and the city of St. Louis shall 
have the authority to inspect the books of 
each merchant for the purpose of determining 
said sales." 

The question that now confronts us is what the legislature 
intended by the use of the words "gross amount received from sales 
by merchants for new motor vehicles." In Laclede Gas Company v . 
City of St. Louis, 253 S.W.2d 832 {Mo.Banc 1953), the Supreme 
Court defined the term "gross receipts", l.c. 835, as follows : 

"The word 'gross' appearing in the term 
'gross receipts,' as used in the ordinance, 

must have been and was there used as the 
direct antithesis of the word 'net.' In its 
usual and ordinary meanin9 'gross receipts' 
of a business is the whole and entire amount 
of the receipts without deduction. 18 Words 
and Phrases, Perrn.Ed., page 697. On the con
trary 'net receipts' usually are the receipts 
which remain after deductions are made from 
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the gross amount thereof of the expenses and 
cost of doing business, including fixed charges 
and depreciation. Gross receipts become net 
receipts after certain proper deductions are 
made from the gross •... " 

We note first of all that subsection 2 of Section 150.040 
concerns only "new" motor vehicles and employs a distinct and 
particular formula to arrive at assessment value. Clearly, when 
the automobile dealer receives a used car in trade on a "new" 
motor vehicle, he is in fact receiving a thing of value. 

It is our view that inasmuch as the legislature in subsection 
2 employed a particular and distinct formula and in view of the 
fact that the legislature made no exception or qualification to 
the term "gross amount received" the term should be given the 
meaning already judicially given to the term "gross receipts" in 
Laclede Gas Com~any v. City of St. Louis, supra. Thus, we con
clude that thegross amount received" is the value of the trade
in plus the additional value of the cash or any other thing of 
value received by the merchant for the new motor vehicle. In the 
words of the court in Laclede Gas Company v. City of St. Louis, 
gross receipts are " ..• the whole and entire amount of the 
receipts without deduction. • " 

In direct answer to your question then, when the merchant 
sells a new car the tax computed under subsection 2 is computed on 
the basis of what he receives for such car regardless of whether 
or not the amount received is other personal property. 

In reaching this conclusion we have considered the question 
of whether or not such a situation gives rise to "double taxation." 
In view of the fact that the legislature has employed a distinct 
formula in subsection 2, as we noted, we find no valid question of 
double taxation. Furthermore, if a constitutional question does 
exist, it is for the courts to decide and does not constitute a 
basis for a construction by this office which would ignore the 
plain language used by the legislature. Gershman Investment 
Corporation v. Danforth, 517 S.W.2d 33 (Mo.Banc 1974) . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the op~n~on of this office that under the provisions 
of subsection 2 of Section 150.040, RSMo Supp. 1976, the gross 
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amount received by the merchant for new motor vehicles is to be 
computed on the basis of the entire amount received from the sale 
of "new" motor vehicles as provided in Section 150.040(2), including 
the value of any trade-ins. 

Very truly yours, 

Attorney General 
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BANKS: 
STATE AUDITOR: 
DIVISION OF FINANCE: 

The proper method of allocation of costs 
of bank examinations is for the Commis
sioner of Finance to estimate expenses 
pursuant to Section 361.170 , RSMo 1969 , 

and add an amount equal to fifteen percent of the estimated ex
penses to pay the costs of rent and other supporting services fur
nished by the state ; and from that total amount , the Commissioner 
shall deduct the estimated amount of the anti cipated annual income 
to the fund from all sources other than bank or trust company as
sessments. Then the Commissioner of Finance shall allocate and 
assess the remainder to the several banks and trust companies in 
the state on the basis of their total assets as reflected in the 
last preceding report called for by the Commissioner under Section 
361.130 , RSMo 1969. 

OPINION NO. 121 

Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 
State Auditor 

July 21, 1977 

State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr . Keyes: 

\ 

Fl L t 0 
/~ I 

. . ..... .... ...--

This opinion is in answer to your following question : 

"I s the formula currently employed by the 
Division of Finance for allocating annual 
assessments of bank examination fees in 
compliance with the provisions of Section 
361 .170 of the current revised statutes of 
the State of Missour i , and if not , what is 
the correct formula for allocating annual 
assessments?" 

We understand that your request grows out of a concern which 
you have for the method of the Missouri Division of Finance in 
allocating certain fees under Section 361.170 , RSMo 1969. This 
section reads as follows: 

" 1 . The expense of every regular and every 
special examination, together with the ex
pense of administering the banking laws , in
cluding salaries, travel e xpenses , supplies 
and equipment, shall be paid by the banks 



Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

and trust companies of the state, and for 
this purpose the commissioner shall, prior 
to the beginning of each fiscal year, make 
an estimate of the expenses to be incurred 
by the division during such fiscal year . 
To this , there shall be added an amount 
equal to fifteen percent of the estimated 
expenses to pay the costs of rent and other 
supporting services furnished by the state. 
From this total amount the commissioner 
shall deduct the estimated amount of the 
anticipated annual income to the fund from 
all sources other than bank or trust com
pany assessments. The commissioner shall 
allocate and assess the remainder to the sev
eral banks and trust companies in the state 
on the basis of their total assets, as re
f l ected in the l ast preceding report called 
for by the commissioner under the provisions 
of section 361. 130. A statement of such as
sessment shall be sent by the commissioner 
to each bank and trust company on or before 
July first . One- half of the amount so as
sessed to each bank or trust company shall 
be paid by it to the state collector of rev
enue on or before July fifteenth , and the 
remainder shall be paid on or before January 
fifteenth of the next year . 

"2. Any expenses incurred or services per
formed on account of any bank , trust company 
or other corporation subject to the provi
sions of this chapter , outside of the normal 
expense of any annual or special examination, 
shall be charged to and paid by the corpora
tion for whom they were incurred or performed . " 
(Emphasis added) 

Over the past five years or l onger , the Commissioner of Fi
nance used a formula for allocating the expense of every regular 
and special examination and expense of administering the state 
banking laws which consists of a decl ining, graduated scale based 
on the total assests of each bank . The Commissioner contends that 
this method is based on his discretionary powers to allocate and 
assess all state chartered banks under Section 361. 170 . 

It is noted that prior to 1967 this section contained dif
ferent language . Section 361.170 , RSMo Supp . 1965 , read as 
follows : 
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Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

"1 . The expense of every annual or special 
examination shall be paid by the bank , trust 
company or such other corporation examined 
in s uch amount as the commissioner certifies 
to be just and reasonable, and for the pur
pos es of this section such institutions are 
here by denominated banks. 

"2. The expense shall be paid in propor
tion to the total assets of the bank and 
shall not exceed the amounts herein pro
vided: 

(1) Banks having total assets not exceed
ing seve n hundred fifty thousand dollars, 
one hundred dollars plus twenty cents for 
each one thousand dollars or fractional part 
thereof of ass~ts in excess of one hundred 
thousand dollars; 

(2) Banks having total assets of seven 
hundred fifty thousand dollars or more and 
less than five million dollars, one hundred 
fifty dollars plus eighteen cents for each 
one thousand dollars or fractional part 
thereof in excess of one hundred thousand 
dollars ; 

(3) Banks having total assets of five mil
lion dollars or more and less than ten mil
lion dollars, six hundred dollars plus five 
cents for each thousand dollars or fractional 
part thereof of assets in excess of one hun
dred thousand dollars; 

(4) Banks having total assets of ten mil
lion dollars or more, one thousand dollars 
plus five cents for each one thousand dol
lars or fractional part thereof in excess 
of one hundred thousand dollars. 

'' 3. The aggregate sum collected from the 
banks, trust companies and other corpora
tions shall be reckoned upon a basis suf
ficient to cover the entire expenses of the 
division, including salaries of officers and 
employees, traveling expenses of the commis
sioner, his deputy and examiners, and the 
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preparation of the reports and all other 
expenses made necessary by this chapter. 

"4. Any special expenses incurred and ser
vices performed on account of any such cor
poration, or on account of any foreign cor
poration or its agency to which this chap
ter is applicable outside of the expense of 
any annual or special examination shall be 
charged to and paid by the corporation for 
whom they were incurred or performed. " 

This section was repealed and reenacted in the form as it 
appears in the first part of this opinion. The historical note 
under Section 361.170 , V. A. M.S., states: 

"The 1967 amendment substantially re
vised the law, dropping the specific charges 
to banks and making the banks responsible for 
the costs of examination and of ' the expense 
of administering the banking laws' under a 
formula based on the anticipated needs of the 
division p l us 15%, minus estimated annual in
come other than from banks . The remainder is 
assessed to the banks on the basis of their 
total assets , reflected in the past report of 
the bank, payable in semi- annual installments. 
Subsection 2 is substantially the same as Sub
section 4 of the amended law, except the spe
cific reference to foreign corporations which 
was dropped." (Emphasis added) 

In construing statutes, the primary purpose is to ascertain 
legislative intent from the plain and ordinary meaning of the 
words used and objectives to be obtained. When the language is 
unambiguous, statutes are construed as written. The historical 
purpose of statutes should be considered. 

By amending a statute , the legislature will be presumed not 
to have intended a needless and useless act . Wright v . J. A. 
Tobin Construction Company, 365 S.W.2d 742 (K.C.Mo.App. 1963). 

Under the present law, the Commissioner makes an estimate of 
the expenses to be incurred by the division during a fiscal year 
including the expense of every regular and special examination , 
the expense of administering the banking laws, salaries , travel 
expenses, supplies, and equipment of the Division of Finance in 
connection with the administering of said laws. Thereafter , his 
discretion ends. 
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Upon making an estimate , there is added to the estimated 
amount an additional amount equal to fifteen percent of the esti 
mated expenses to pay the costs of rent and other supporting ser
vices furnished by the state . From this total amount , the Commis
sioner must deduct the estimated amount of the anticipated annual 
income to the fund from all sources other than bank or trust com
pany assessments . Then, the Comrnissoner must allocate and assess 
the remainder to the several banks and trust companies in the 
state on the basis of their total assets as reflected in the last 
preceding report which is to be filed as required by Section 361. 
130, RSMo 1969 . 

In light of the 1967 amendment, it is our view that the 
language 

" .. . The commissioner shall allocate and 
assess the remainder to the several banks 
and trust companies in the state on the ba
sis of their total assets, .. . " 

requires a simple, proportional distribution among state chartered 
banks and trust companies according to the percentage and relation
ship of their individual total assets to the collective total as
sets of all such banks and trust companies within the state. The 
language in the statute is mandatory . There appears to be no dis
cretion in the Commissioner on the method of allocation . We note 
that the word ''shall" is normally an indication that the statute 
is mandatory. State ex rel . McTague v. McClellan, 532 S .W.2d 870 
(Mo . Ct . App . at St . L . 1976). 

It has been urged that the construction suggested by the 
State Auditor causes large state chartered banks to pay more fees 
under Section 361 . 170 and small state chartered banks to pay less. 
While rules of statutory construction indicate that the result of 
a particular construction should be considered , we are mindful 
that the plain language of the statute cannot be ignored . The 
intent of the legislature appears to be that every bank subject 
to the law is required to pay the expenses of examination on an 
equitable basis which can only be done by considering the assets 
of each of the banks at a certain point of time . Our view of the 
statute is consistent with such intent. We believe that our view 
of Section 361 . 170 makes all banks responsible for the costs of 
examination and expense of administering the banking laws, thus 
giving effect to the 1967 amendment which substantially revised the 
law. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the proper method of 
allocation of costs of bank examinations is for the Commissioner 
of Finance to estimate expenses pursuant to Section 361.170, RSMo 
1969, and add an amount equal to fifteen percent of the estimated 
expenses to pay the costs of rent and other supporting services 
furnished by the state; and from that total amount, the Commis
sioner shall deduct the estimated amount of the anticipated annual 
income to the fund from all sources other than bank or trust com
pany assessments. Then the Commissioner of Finance shall allocate 
and assess the remainder to the several banks and trust companies 
in the state on the basis of their total assets as reflected in the 
last preceding report called for by the Commissioner under Section 
361.130, RSMo 1969. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Terry C. Allen. 

Yours very truly, 

Attorney General 

-6-



,..:\//// . _(} / ~./ //. . 
._Wttc;J'/17/ .___/C'JtC/'rt:t//f};/ ,_/ttt.:iit:Jtr/J'{/ 

JEFFERSON CITY 
JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

May 24, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 122 

Honorable C. E. Hamilton, Jr. 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Callaway County, Courthouse 
Fulton, Missouri 65251 

Dear Mr. Hamilton: 

This letter is in response to your question asking: 

"Does the Magistrate Judge in a third class 
county have the authorit.y to divide the total 
amount budgeted for 'Clerks' Annual Salary' 
among the clerk and deputies of the Magis
trate Court as he wishes, if one total amount 
of salaries is shown on the 'General Revenue 
Fund, Appropriation by Organizational Unit 
and by Object of Expenditures' provided the 
total does not exceed the total amount ap
proved as the appropriation, or must the 
amounts be restricted for each employee to 
the individual amounts shown on the 'Budget 
Estimates' under the Approved 1977 column? 
This question concerns only the amount for 
additional salaries or employees from the 
County Treasury and not that amount provided 
for under Section 483.490 to be paid by the 
State." 

You also state: 

"For the 1977 annual budget for Callaway 
County, the Magistrate Court of Callaway 
County has submitted a 1977 budget estimate. 

(314) 751-3321 



Honorable C. E. Hamilton, Jr. -- 2 ·-

This is as shown, attached as Exhibit A. In 
that estimate, all of the Magistrate clerks 
were listed by name and a set salary was noted 
for each of them .. The County Clerk and County 
Court then reduced each of those salaries as 
shown in the Approved 1977 column of the Budget 
Estimate. At that point the County Court made 
up the form for 'Appropriation by Organizational 
Unit and by Object of Expenditures', attached 
as Exhibit B. On that form the Clerks' annual 
salaries were totaled together as $23,562.48. 
The amounts throughout are the amounts requested 
to come from county funds and are over and 
above the amounts that are to be paid by the 
State under Section 483.490 RSMo 1969. One 
of the Magistrate clerks has now quit her job 
and rather than hire an additional Magistrate 
Clerk, the Magistrate Judge desires to divide 
that salary among the remaining three Magis
trate Clerks. The County Court of Callaway 
County has refused to do so." 

In our view, your question is answered by our Opinion No. 
142, dated February 21, 1967, to Rea, (copy enclosed) . In that 
opinion we pointed out that Section 483.485, RSMo, provides with 
respect to such additional clerks that: 

" . provided, that in any county where 
need exists, the county court is hereby au
thorized, at the cost of the county, to pro
vide such additional clerks, deputy clerks or 
other employees as may be required and to pro
vide funds for the payment of salaries or parts 
of salaries of clerks, deputy clerks and other 
employees, in addition to the amounts payable 
by the state under section 483.490. " 

Thus, the county court has the sole authority to provide such 
additional clerks at the cost of the county. 

The magistrate therefore has no authority to apportion the 
salary of the clerk who has resigned among the remaining 
magistrate clerks. 

Attorney General 

Enclosure: Op. No. 142, 2/21/67, Rea 
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July 11, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 124 

Honorable Nelson B. Tinnin 
State Senator, District 25 
Room 333, State Capi t.ol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Senator Tinnin: 

This letter is in response to your request for a ruling 
on the following question: 

"The. question is whether or not a city ordi
nance in compliance with Section 311.080 is 
valid as against an applicant for a liquor 
by the drink license under Section 311.095. 
Does Section 311.095 set up its own stan
dards as enumerated in Paragraph 2 to the 
exclusion of the remainder of Chapter 
311.010, et al?" 

Section 311.095, RSMo Supp. 1975, provides in pertinent 
part: 

"1. Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this chapter to the contrary, any person 
who possesses the qualifications required 
by this chapter, and who now or hereafter 
meets the requirements of and complies with 
the provisions of this chapter, may apply 
for and the supervisor of liquor control may 
issue a license to sell intoxicating liquor, 
as in this chapter defined, by the drink at 
retail for consumption on the premises of 
any resort as described in the application. 
As used in this section the term 'resort' 
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Honorable Nelson B. Tinnin 

means any establishment having at least forty 
rooms for the overnight accommodation of tran
sient guests, having a restaurant or similar 
facility on the premises at least sixty per
cent of the gross income of which is derived 
from the sale of prepared meals or food, or 
means a restaurant provided with special space 
and accommodations where, in consideration of 
payment, food, without lodging, is habitually 
furnished to travelers and customers, and 
which restaurant establishment's annual gross 
·food sales for the past two years immediately 
preceding its application for a license shall 
not have been less than one hundred thousand 
dollars per year, or means a new restaurant 
establishment having been in operation for 
at least ninety days preceding the applica
tion for such license, with a projected ex
perience based upon its sale of food duiing 
the preceding ninety days which would exceed 
not less than one hundred thousand dollars 
pex; year. 

I 

\"2. The bond requirements of section 311.090, 
the1 times for opening and closing the estab
lishments as fixed in section 311.290, the 
authority for the collection of fees by coun
ties as provided in section 311.220, and all 
oth~r laws and regulations of the state re
lating to the sale of liquor by the drink for 
consumption on the premises where sold shall 
apply to resorts in the same manner as they 
apply to establishments licensed under 
section 311.090." 

Section 311.080, RSMo, provides: 

"1. No license shall be granted for the 
sale of intoxicating liquor, as defined in 
this chapter, within one hundred feet of any 
sch~ol, church or other building regularly 
use\ as a place of religious worship, unless 
the ,applicant for the license shall first 
obtain the consent in writing of the board 
of directors of the school, or the consent 
in writing of the majority of the managing 
board of the church or place of worship; 
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Honorable Nelson B. Tinnin 

except that when a school, church or place 
of worship shall hereafter be established 
within one hundred feet of any place of 
business licensed to sell intoxicating li
quor, the license shall not be denied for 
lack of consent in writing as herein 
provided. 

"2. The board of aldermen, city council 
of other proper authorities, of any incor
.porated city, town or village, may by ordi
nance, prohibit the granting of a license 
for the sale of intoxicating liquor within 
a distan8e as great as three hundred feet. 
In such cases, and where the ordinance has 
been lawfully enacted, no license of any 
character shall issue in conflict with the 
ordinance while it is in effect; except, 
that when a school, church or place of wor
ship is established within the prohibited 
distance from any place of business licensed 
to sell Lntoxicating liquor, the license 
shall not be denied for lack of consent in 
writing as herein provided." 

It is our understanding that the Supervisor of Liquor Con
trol has taken the position that applicants must be in compliance 
with Section 311.080 before a license will be issued under Sec
tion 311.095. It is the function of this office to provide legal 
counsel and legal representation for the various departments and 
divisions of the executive branch, including the Division of 
Liquor Control. We find nothing in the language of the statutes 
which compels the conclusion that the interpretation of the 
Supervisor of Liquor Control is erroneous. 

Attorney General 
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FIREHEN : Under the provisions of Sections 87.005 
and 87 . 006 , RSHo 1969, any fireman who 
has complied with the provisions of 

these sections and succumbs to any condition of impairment of health 
caused by any disease of the lungs or respiratory tract, hypertension, 
or disease of the heart resulting in total or partial disability or 
death it is to be presumed that it was suffered in the line of duty 
unless the contrary is shown by competent evidence . 

OPINION NO. 125 

Honorable John E . Scott 
State Senator , District 3 
6659 Lindenwood Place 
St. Louis , Missouri 631 09 

Dear Senator Scott : 

July 7 , 1977 Fl LED 
/~S' 

This is in response to your request for an opinion from this 
office as follows : 

"After successfully passing the medical ex
amination as prescribed by law unaer R.S . I-1o, 
Chapt er 87 , Sections 87.005 a nd 87 . 006 , if a 
fireman succumbs to a disabling heart or lung 
disease , wou ld the disease have to be attri
butea to a specific emergency response, or is 
it presumed that this condition of impairment 
of health was due to exposure o n the job over 
a period of time? 

"l\ fireman has a heart attack at the fire house 
or at home , but not while in the actual per
formance of duty . Is it presumed to have been 
suffe red in t he line of duty? " 

Section 87 . 005 , RSMo 1969 , to which you refer, provides as 
follows : 

" 1 . Notwithstanding the provisions of any law 
to the contrary , after five years ' service, any 
condition of impairment of health caused by any 
uisease of the lungs or respiratory tract, hy
pertension, or disease of the heart resulting 
in total or partial disability or death to a 
uniformed member of a paid fire department , who 
successfully passed a physical examination with
in five years prior to the time a claim is made 



Senator John E . Scott 

for such disability or ueath, which examination 
failed to reveal any evidence of such condition, 
shall be presumed to have been suffered in line 
of duty, unless the contrary be shown by com
petent evidence . 

" 2 . This section shall apply only to the pro
visions of chapter 87, RSMo 1959." 

Secti on 87 .006 , RSMo 1969, to which you refer , provides as 
follows : 

"1. Notwithstanding the provisions of any law 
to the contrary, and only for the purpose of 
computing retirement benefits provided by an 
established retirement p lan, after five years ' 
service , any condition of impairment of health 
caused by any disease of the lungs or respira
tory tract, hypotension, hypertension, or dis
ease of the heart resulting in total or partial 
disability or death to a uniformed member of a 
paid fire department, who successfully passed a 
physical examination within five years prior to 
the time a claim is made for such disability or 
death , which examination failed to reveal any 
evidence of such condition , shall be presumed 
to have been suffered in line of duty, unless 
the contrary be shown by competent evidence . 

"2. This section shall apply to paid members 
of all fire departments of all counties, cities, 
towns, fire districts and other governmental 
units ." 

Section 87 . 005 was enacted by House Bill No . 143 , 74th Gen
eral Assembly, which was approved by the Governor on June 28, 1967, 
and became effective September 13, 1967 . 

Section 87. 00 6 was enacted by Eouse Bill ~o . 240, 75th Gen
e ral Assembly, which was approved by the Governor on June 27, 1969, 
and became effective October 13, 1969. 

On February 7, 1967, this office issued Opinion No . 92 to 
John E. Downs, in which we stated that Section 87 . 045 , RSI1o 1959 , 
did not authorize retirement and payment of pension to a perma
nently disabled fireman , whose disability resulted from an occur
rence while off duty which was in no way connected with the fire
man ' s duties . After the enactment of the above two statutes, our 
opinion was withdrawn. 
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Senator John E . Scott 

In McCarthy v . Board of Trustees of Fireme n ' s Re tirement Sys
tem of St . Loui s , 462 S . W. 2d 827 (St . L . Mo . App . 1970), plaintiff, 
a disabled thirty year veteran of the St. Louis Fire Department, 
was retired and awarded an annual pension for ordinary disabilities 
on the ground that he was suffering from a disabling heart condi
tion . On December 4, 1967, before his first claim was decided, he 
filed a more general claim in which he claimed his heart condition 
was suffered in the line of duty and that he was entitled to an ad
ditional pension on the ground that his disability was service con
nected relying on the provisions of Section 87.005 . 

The evidence was that while plaintiff was fighting a fire on 
May 24, 1965, he fell and struck his back on the corner of a stack 
of shingles . He was given emergency treatment and was off work for 
a month complaining of soreness in his back and rib, a burning sen
sation in his lung, and a shortness of breath . He continued to work 
until April , 1967, almost two years after his accidental fall. The 
board of trustees of the firemen ' s retirement system of St . Louis 
denied p l aintiff ' s claim of disability arising from accidental in
jury which was affirmed by the court in this case; and the court 
then considered his later claim that his disabling heart condition 
was suffered in the line of duty under the statutory presumption of 
Section 87 . 005 . The court held that the statute which was enacted 
after the plaintiff became disabled should be applied retroactively 
because it prescribes a rule of evidence saying that one fact estab
lishes a rebuttable presumption of another fact, that is, the suc
cessful passing of a physical examination within a certain time is 
a prima facie showing that subsequent heart disease was suffered in 
the line of duty . It created a procedural right, not a substantive 
right ; and the presumption could be applied retroactively to disabil
ity benefit cases pending at the time the statute became effective. 

The court then discussed a provision of Section 87 . 005 regard
ing the type of physical examination required by the statute that 
any member of a paid fire department who has successfully passed a 
physical examination within five years prior to the time a claim is 
made for such disability or death, which examination failed to r e 
veal any evidence of such condition, shall be presumed to have been 
suffered in the line of duty, unless the contrary be shown by com
petent evidence . The court then set out a standard for the physical 
examination prescribed by Section 87 .005 which must be followed for 
this presumption to be applied. Although plaintiff was denied re
tirement benefits in this case, it was not on the basis that his 
contention that his heart attack was suffered while in the line of 
duty but it was denied due to the insufficiency of the physical ex
amination given him by the doctor prior to the time he had his heart 
attack . 
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Senator John E . Scott 

In Opinion No . 47 i ssued by this office on February 19 , 1974 , 
to Kenneth J . Rothman {copy enclosed} , in which he inquired what 
would cons titute a p roper physical e xamination for the purposes of 
House Bill No. 240 {Section 87 . 006), we gave our interpretation of 
the court decision in McCarthy v . Board of Trustees of Firemen's 
Retirement System of St . Louis , supra, and conc luded that the same 
cons truction of the p rovision of Section 87.005 concerning a physical 
examination necessary to raise the statutory presumption should be 
give n to House Bill No . 240 (Section 87.006). 

Although the appellate court in McCarthy v . Board of Trustee s 
of Firemen ' s Retirement System of St . Louis , supra, denied retire
ment benefits to a plaintiff who claimed the heart attack suffered 
two years after the accident he had while actually fighting a fire, 
was in the line of duty , it was denied on the basis that he had not 
produced evidence concer ning his physical examination sufficient to 
raise a presumption under the provisions of Section 87.005. Appar
ently , if his phys ical examination had been sufficie n t as r equired 
under Section 87.005 to raise the presumption, his claim for retire
me nt benefits on the basis that he had s u ffered the heart attack 
while in the line of duty based on the presumption would have been 

· allowed. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that under the provisions of 
Sections 87.005 and 87.006, RSMo 1969, any fireman who has com
plied with the provisions of these sections and succumbs to any 
condition of impairment of health caused by any disease of the 
lungs or respiratory tract , hypertension , or disease of the h eart 
resul ting in total or partial disability or death it is to be pre
sumed that it was suffered in the line of duty unless the contrary 
is shown by competent evidence. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assis tant, r1oody Mansur. 

Enclosure : Op . No. 47 
2- 19- 74 , Rothman 

-
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Very truly your s , 

ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



August 23, 1977 

Honorable Donald L. Manford 
State Senator, 8th District 
c/o Senate Post Office 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Senator l·ianford: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 126 
Answer by Letter - Klaffenbach 

F\ LED 
~(p 

This l e tter is in response to your request for an opinion 
asking the following questions: 

" 1. May funds which are appropriated to 
one of the distinct departments of state 
government and which are designated as being 
'For ..• • a particul a r division or program 
within or administered by the department be 
used for payment of the expenses of any kind 
of another division or program regardless of 
whether or not the designation is itemized to 
any further degree? 

"2. Does a department dire ctor have the 
power to transfer funds within his depart
mental appropriation from one division or pro
gram to another? 

11 3. l4ay an appropriation made for a divi
sion or program be used to pay for the expenses 
of the operation of the department's central 
office?" 

We understand your request to be of a gener al nature and 
we believe that it would be unwise and inappropriate for this 
office t o specul ate as to the various possible fact situations 
tll'hich may exist. 



Senator Donald L. Manford 

We believe, however, that there are some general principles 
which may be stated regarding the transfer of funds by a depart
ment head from one division or program to another in his depart
ment. These principles are subject to qualification as necessary 
when precise factual situations are considered. 

In our Opinions No. 152- 1974 and No . 349- 1974, copies enclosed, 
we concluded that funds appropriated for a specific purpose may 
not be used for a different purpose. Opinion No . 152- 1974 further 
concluded that where funds are appropriated to a division for a 
particular purpose that the department dir ector, if he has been 
given broad authority by the General Assembly in the management 
of the department operations, may transfer such appropriation to 
another division of the department for the same purpose. The 
reasoning on which that conclusion was based was that the director 
had statutory duties given him under substantive law in handling 
the affairs of his department which duties were not altered by 
the appropriation act. 

Opinion No . 152-1974 represents the view of this office only 
insofar as i t re l ates to appropriations to divisions in the cir
cumstances and factual s ituations set forth in such opinion and 
does not purport to rule on any other factual situation. Both 
of the enclosed opinions illustrate the difficulty that would 
be involved in making such rulings without considering specific 
situations. 

As stated above, we cannot and do not rule on questions of 
fund transfers within a department in t he absence of specific 
questions relating to particular statutory authority which may 
exist with respect to various departments and divisions of 
state government. 

Enclosures : Op. No. 152 
3/27/74, Si kes 

Op. Ltr . No. 349 
11/7/74, James 

Very truly yours , 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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May 13, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO . 127 
Answer by Le tter - Hyatt 

Dr. Art hur L . Mallory 
Commissioner of Educati on 
State Department of Elementary and 

Secondary Education 
Jefferson State Office Building 
Jefferson City, l~issouri 65101 

Dear Dr . Mallory: 

Fl LED 
/o(J 

'.rhis letter i s in r esponse to your r equest for our revie,., 
and certification of the Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education•s Annual Program Plan Amendment under Part B of t he 
Education of the Handicapped Act , as amended by Public Law 
94- 142 (20 o.s.c. S§ 1401 e t seq ., as amended ) . 

I n addition to t he Education of the Handicapped Act, as 
amended, and r egulations promu l gated pursuant thereto , our r eview 
has taken into considerution Article III, Section 38(a), Articl e 
I V, Section 15, Article I X, Sections l(a ), 2 (a) a nd 2(b), Missouri 
Cons titution ; Sections 161.092, and 162.670 to 162.995 , RSMo 
Supp. 1975, and related provisions. 

It is the opinion of this office tha t 

1. The Missouri State Department of Element ary 
and Secondary Education i s the State edu
cational agency as defined in 20 u.s.c. 
S 1401(7) and has authority under state 
l aw to submit the p l an and to administer 
or to supervise the administration of the 
plan . 

2 . All plan pr ovi sions are consistent with 
state l aw. 

Very truly yours, 

J OHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney Genera l 



COMPENSATION: 
COUNTY COLLECTORS: 
COUNTY TREASURERS: 

Under Section 54.320, RSMo Supp . 
1975, an ex officio collector is 
entitled to: A. Three percent 
commission on the collection and 

paying over of all current or delinquent corporation, merchants' 
tax, license, and tax on railroads and is entitled to a two per
cent commission on the collection and paying over of all other 
delinquent taxes . B. Three percent commission on the collection 
and paying of taxes of a telephone company regardless of whether 
the company pays on a current basis or pays delinquent taxes. 
Section 151.280, RSMo 1969, does not apply to the commissions of 
ex officio collectors; and Section 52.260 (14) and (15), RSMo 1969, 
did not apply to an ex officio collector. 

OPINION NO. 128 

August 31, 1977 

Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 
State Auditor 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr . Keyes: 

FILED 
~8 

This is in response to your opinion request. We have con
solidated your request into the following questions: 

Under Section 54.320, RSMo Supp. 1975, ex 
officio collectors are entitled to certain 
commissions, what are they? 

What is the commission of an ex officio 
collector on taxes, delinquent or current , 
paid by a telephone company? 

Does Section 151.280, RSMo 1969, relating 
to railroad taxes and fees of county col
lectors apply also to the commission of 
ex officio collectors? 

Prior to the enactment of Section 54.320, 
RSMo Supp. 1975, did Section 52.260 (14) 
and (15), RSMo 1969 , apply to ex officio 
collectors? 

We understand that under Section 54.320 the ex officio col
lectors of counties having township organizations contend that 
they are authorized to charge a two per cent commission on all 



Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

delinquent taxes including delinquent corporation, merchants' li
cense, and railroad taxes and charge a three percent commission 
on the same delinquent taxes, making the total commission charged 
on all delinquencies five percent. 

are: 
The statutes which are applicable to all of your questions 

Section 54 . 320, RSMo Supp. 1975: 

"The county treasurer in counties of the 
third and fourth classes adopting township 
organizations shall be allowed a salary of 
not less than one hundred dollars per month 
by the county court to be paid as at pre
sent provided by law; the ex officio col
lector for collecting and paying over the 
same shall be allowed a commission of three 
percent on all corporation taxes, back 
taxes, licenses, merchants ' tax and tax 
on railroads, and two percent on all de
linquent taxes, which shall be taxed as 
costs against such delinquents and col
lected as other taxes; he shall receive 
nothing for paying over money to his suc
cessor in office . Other provisions of law 
to the contrary notwithstanding, the total 
compensation of ex officio collectors shall 
not exceed the sum of ten thousand dollars 
annually, which maximum amounts shall in
clude the costs of any deputy or assistants 
employed; except that, in all counties where
in the total amount levied for any one year 
exceeds two million dollars and is less than 
four million dollars , the ex officio collec
tor shall present for allowance proper vouch
ers for all disbursements made by him on ac
count of salaries and expenses of his office 
and other costs of collecting revenue, which 
shall be allowed as against the commissions 
collected by him; and out of the residue of 
commissions in his hands, after deducting 
the amounts so allowed , the ex officio col
lector may ret ain a compensation for his 
services not to exceed ten thousand dollars 
per year; and except that, the maximum com
pensation herein provided shall not be ap
plicable to ex officio collectors in coun
ties wherein the total amount levied for any 
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Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

one year exceeds four million dollars. The 
limitation on the amount to be retained as 
herein provided appl ies to fees and commis
sions on current taxes, but does not apply 
to commissions on the collection of back and 
delinquent taxes and ditch and levee taxes . 
All fees or commissions received by the ex 
officio collector in excess of the maximum 
amounts provided herein to be retained as 
compensation shall be paid into the county 
treasury." 

Section 137.425.1, RSMo 1969: 

"In all counties which adopt township or
ganization , township taxes for township 
purposes may be levied on the taxable prop
erty in the townships for the first year 
following the adoption of township organ
ization, based on the assessment made in 
the year for which the taxes are levied." 

Section 137.475, RSMo 1969: 

"The county clerk shall cause a copy of the 
assessment roll of each township in their 
respective counties, with the taxes extended 
thereon, to be delivered to the collector of 
such township , on or before the day in each 
year, as fixed by law, when taxes become due , 
or, if the county court determines that a 
copy of the assessment roll is unnecessary, 
the clerk shall deliver the original assess
ment rolls with the taxes extended thereon 
to the collector . " 

Section 139.320.1, RSMo 1969: 

"To each assessment roll a warrant under 
the hand of the county clerk and seal of 
the court shall be annexed, commanding 
such collector to collect from the several 
persons named in the assessment roll the 
several sums mentioned in the last col
umns of such roll, opposite their respec
tive names; the warrant shall direct the 
collector, out of the moneys collected , 
after deducting the compensation to which 
he may be lawfully entitled, to pay over 
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Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

to the county treasurer the state and county 
tax collected by him." 

Section 139.350, RSMo 1969 : 

"Every ex officio township collector, upon 
receiving the tax book and warrant from the 
county clerk, shall proceed in the following 
manner to collect the same; and he shall call 
at least once upon the person taxed at his or 
her place of residence, if in the township 
for which such collector has been chosen , 
and shall demand payment of the taxes charged 
to him or her, on his or her property; for 
which, when paid , such receipt shall be given 
as is provided by law." 

Section 139.420 . 1, RSMo 1969: 

"The township collector of each township , at 
the term of the county court to be held on 
the first Monday in March of each year , shall 
make a final settlement of his accounts with 
the county court for state, county , school 
and township taxes; produce receipts f r om 
the proper officers for all school and town
ship taxes collected by him, less his com
mission; pay over to the county treasurer 
and ex officio collector all moneys remain
ing in his hands , collected by him on state 
and county taxes ; make his return of all de
linquent or unpaid taxes, as requ1red by law, 
and make oath before the court that he has 
exhausted all the remedies required by law 
for the collection of such taxes." (Emphasis 
added) 

Section 54.280 , RSMo 1969: 

"The county treasurer of counties having 
adopted or which may hereafter adopt town
ship organization shall be ex officio col
lector , and shall have the same power to 
collect all delinquent personal p r operty 
taxes, licenses , merchants' taxes , taxes on 
railroads and other cor porations , the de
linquent or nonresident lands or t own lots, 
and to prosecute for and make sale thereof, 
the same that is now or may hereafter be 
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Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

vested in the county collectors under the 
general laws of this state. The ex officio 
collector shall, at the time of making his 
annual settlement in each year, deposit the 
tax books returned by the township collec
tors in the office of the county clerk, and 
within thirty days thereafter the clerk shall 
make, in a book to be called 'the back tax 
book,' a correct list , in numerical order, 
of all tracts of land and town lots which 
have been returned delinquent by said col
lectors , and return said list to the ex of
ficio collector, taking his receipt therefor." 

Section 151 . 280, RSMo 1969: 

"The county collector shall be allowed for 
collecting the railroad taxes, payable out 
of the same, one percent on all sums paid 
without seizure of personal property; and 
on all collections made by seizure of per
sonal property, he shall be allowed five 
percent on the amount, which shall be taxed 
or charged as costs and paid by the rail
road company; and on all collections made 
by suit against such company or companies 
two percent on the amount , to be paid as 
costs by the defendant; provided, that in 
all counties of class one and the city of 
St. Louis the collector shall pay such 
fees into the county or city treasury as 
provided by law." (Emphasis added) 

In response to your first question, you have cited in your 
opinion request the case of State ex rel. Davidson v. St . Louis
San Francisco Ry . Co., 66 S.W.2d 149 (Mo. 1933). We have examined 
this case and find no subsequent cases in point on the issues in 
that case. 

We believe that this case is significant in terms of the ques
tions raised in this request. It should be noted that at the time 
this opinion was written the Missouri Supreme Court relied on sec
tions of law which appeared in the Revised Statutes of 1 929 . These 
sections correspond to a number of sections above cited which are 
the current law in Missouri. Thus, we have a Supreme Court case 
which defines relevant sections of law which have been repealed and 
reenacted in this state. The relevant current section of law above 
described is Section 54.320 which in part says: 
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Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

" ... the ex officio collector for col
lecting and paying over the same shall be 
allowed a commission of three percent on 
all corporation taxes, back taxes, licenses, 
merchants' tax and tax on railroads, and two 
percent on all delinquent taxes, which shall 
be taxed as costs against such delinquents 
and collected as other taxes; he shall re
ceive nothing for paying over money to his 
successor in office .... " 

The question today is the same as it was in 1933. What did 
the legislature intend when they used the words "back taxes" and 
thereafter used the language "delinquent taxes" in section 54.320? 
In the case of State ex rel. Davidson v. St. Louis-san Francisco 
Ry. Co., supra at lSO, the court made it clear that "back taxes" 
and "delinquent taxes" have the same meaning. The court went on to 
say: 

"We think the words 'back taxes' as 
used in the amended section have reference 
to delinquent corporation, merchant, li
cense, and railroad taxes and that it was 
intended by the amendment to allow the ex 
officio county collectors the same commis
sion for collecting said delinquent taxes 
as allowed for collecting current corpora
tion, merchant , license, and railroad taxes. 
In effect, the amendment provided a cornrn'is
sion of 2 per cent. for collecting either 
current or delinquent corporation, merchant, 
license, and railroad taxes. If so, the 
words 'delinquent taxes' as used have ref
erence to the taxes returned delinquent by 
the township collectors. we are confirmed 
in this view by the separate procedure pro- . 
vided in the general revenue laws for the 
assessment and collection of a ainst . 
railroads. . Emphas~s 

Thus, translating this judicial decision into current law, the 
ex officio collector is entitled to three percent commission on 
all collections of current corporation taxes, licenses, merchants ' 
tax , and tax on railroads and three percent commission on collec
tions of all delinquent corporation taxes, delinquent licenses, 
delinquent merchants' tax, and delinquent tax on railroads and 
two percent on all "other" delinquent taxes, that is, personal 
property taxes and real estate taxes. The ex officio collector 
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is not entitled to five percent commission on delinquent taxes 
of any nature. 

We believe that this view is supported by the statutes set 
out above and the court decision. We note that Section 54.280 
is worded similarly to Section 12312, RSMo 1929. We note that 
Section 151.170, RSMo 1969 , and Section 151 . 180, RSMo Supp. 1975, 
are similar to Sections 11030 and 11032, RSMo 1929. Essentially, 
the statutory process regarding the collections of current and de
linquent taxes by county collectors and ex officio collectors has 
not changed since 1929. Nor has the collection of certain cur
rent taxes by township collectors been changed. 

In 1953, this office had occasion to consider whether an ex 
officio collector in a county under township organization is en
titled to only two percent for collecting delinquent taxes re
turned by township collectors. It was the opinion of this office 
at that time in Opinion No. 62 issued April 25 , 1953, to Miller, 
that the ex officio collector in counties of the third and fourth 
class under township organization would be entitled to a commis
sion of only two percent with regard to col lecting and paying over 
delinquent taxes as returned by the township collector . 

Your opinion request says that ex officio collectors have been 
charging five percent commission on all delinquent taxes regardless 
of the nature for over twenty years. The argument could be made 
that the legislature has manifested this intent consistent with the 
interpretation by ex officio collectors in that there has been no 
substantial revisions on this issue with regard to Sections 54 . 280 
and 54.320 over the past twenty years . However, this flies in the 
face of a Supreme Court case which has int e r preted and decl ared the 
legislative intent . 

With regard to your second question, it appears that if a 
telephone company pays taxes on a current basis while another tele
phone company pays its taxes after they become delinquent in a 
township organization county, the ex officio collector ' s commis
sion is three percent of the tax collected and paid over . Section 
54 . 320 appears to be abundantly clear on that point. 

Regarding the collecting of current railroad taxes , you have 
asked whether an ex officio collector is entitled to a commission 
on one percent under Section 151 . 280 or three percent under Section 
54.320. It should be noted that Section 151 . 280 is in regar d to 
fees collected by county collectors. This pr ovision of law speci
fically relates to the commissions or fees of a county collector, 
not those of ex officio collectors. 
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Section 54 . 280 ve sts in the ex officio collector the same 
power to collect delinquent taxes on railroads and to prosecute 
for and make sale thereof as is now vested in the county collec
tors under the general laws of this state . Section 54.280 makes 
no reference to commissions or fees of the ex officio collector . 
On t he other hand, Section 54 . 320 specifically prescribes that 
the ex officio collector is entitled to a commission of thr ee per
cent on the collection of current or delinquent taxes of r ailroads . 
This is further consistent in our view with the above-cited case 
of State ex rel . Davidson v . St . Louis - San Francisco Ry . Co . 

With regard to your final question , you have asked whether, 
prior to the enactment of Section 54 . 320, wherein Sections 52 . 260 
and 52 . 270 were repealed and reenacted with revisions , an e x of
ficio collector was entitled to compensation under subparagraphs 
(1 4 ) and (15) of Section 52.260 , RSMo 1969 . It appears in Sec-
tion 52 . 270 , RSMo 1969, that no collector or ex officio collector 
in the classification indicated in subparagraphs (1) to (13) of 
Section 52 . 260 was allowed to retain commissions and fees pro-
vided thereby in any one year in excess of the specified a mounts . 
Then in paragraph 2 of Section 52 . 270 , RSMo 1969 , referenc e is 
made to the collector of revenue in any county wi thin the classi
fication of subparagraph (14) of Section 52 . 260 . The question is 
whether or not the words "collector of revenue" included both 
county collectors and e x officio collectors . Apparently , it did 
not include ex officio collectors . This is manife st from the 
changes in Section 52 . 270.1 and .2 in House Bill No. 265. In 
Section 52.270 . 1 the language "ex officio collector" was specif
ically eliminated . The maximum fees for ex officio collectors a r e 
now set out in Section 54.320 . Further, in Section 52.270 . 2 ther e 
is no further reference or changes with regard to the wor ds "col
l ector of revenue ." Thu s , it would appear prior to the e nactment 
of Section 54 . 320 that subparagraphs (14) and (15) of Section 52. 
260 did not apply to ex officio collectors . Moreover , it appears 
that whenever the state legislature desired to define collector 
in terms of ex offic i o collector , the legislature did so specifi
cal l y . This is important in considering that the ex officio col
lector in township organization counties is the county treasurer . 
Thus, the legislature has been carefu l to make specific distinctions 
and references when speaking of ex officio collectors and collec
tors of revenue namely county collectors other than ex off icio 
collectors . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that under Section 54. 320, 
RSMo Supp. 19 75, an ex officio collector is entitl ed to: 
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A. Three percent commission on the collection and pay
ing over of all current or delinquent corporation , merchants' tax , 
license, and tax on railroads and is entitled to a two percent corn
mission on the collection and paying over of all other delinquent 
taxes. 

B. Three percent commission on the collection and pay
ing of taxes of a telephone company regardless of whether the com
pany pays on a current basis or pays delinquent taxes. 

It is the further opinion of this office that Section 151.280 , 
RSMo 1969 , does not apply to the commissions of ex officio collec
tors and that Section 52 . 260 (14) and (15), RSMo 1969 , did not ap
ply to an ex officio collector. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant , Terry c. Allen. 

Enclosure : Op. No . 62 
4-25-53 , Miller 

Yours very truly , 

~FT 
Attor ney General 
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LEGISLATORS: 
COMPENSATION: 

lative term should have 
unless they take office 

Honorable Fred DeField 

Members of the State House of 
Representatives who take office 
after the beginning of a legis-

their first monthly salary prorated 
on the first day of the month. 

OPINION NO. 129 

May 25, 1977 

State Representative, District 160 
Room 401, capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Fl LED 
1~9 

Dear Representat i ve DeField : 

This opinion is in response to your question asking: 

"When a member of the House of Representa
tives enters office at a time other than at 
the beginning of the legislative term, should 
the amount of his salary for the first month 
be one-twelfth of the annual salary; if not, 
on what basis--daily or weekly--should his 
salary for the first .month be prorated?" 

You also state: 

"Some of the members of the House of Repre
sentatives were elected at special elections 
and did not enter office at the beginning of 
the legislative term . A few representatives 
took their oaths and entered office during 
the middle of the month. 

"The question has now arisen under [Section] 
21 . 140, RSMo Cumm . Supp . , 1975 should these 
representatives receive compensation for the 
full month, or, a prorated amount?" 

Section 21.140, RSMo supp . 1975, provides as follows: 

"Senators and representatives shall receive 
from the treasury as salary the sum of eight 
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thousand four hundred dollars per year. Upon 
certification by the president and secretary 
of the senate and by the speaker and clerk 
of the house of representatives as to the 
respective members thereof, the commissioner 
of administration shall audit and the state 
treasurer shall pay such compensation in equal 
monthly payments. Senators and representatives 
shall receive, weekly, a mileage allowance as 
provided by law for state employees, in going 
to their place of meeting in Jefferson City 
from their place of residence, and returning 
from their place of meeting in Jefferson City 
to their place of residence· while the legis
lature is in session, on the most usual route, 
if the senator or representative does travel 
to Jefferson City during that week." 

In our Opinion No. 121-A, dated February 3, 1969 to Godfrey, 
we interpreted the questioned provision to mean generally that 
senators and representatives would receive their salary in equal 
monthly instal~ents . We believe that provision for the payment 
of compensation in the equal monthly installments, which is con
tained in the above section, does not apply to a representative 
who took the oath of office and assumed his duties during the 
middle of the month. The phraseology which was employed was 
obviously only intended to apply to legislators who served the 
entire month. In our view it should not be interpreted to 
require a month's payment for a legislator who served less than 
a full month. A contrary interpretation would mean that an 
outgoing legislator and an incoming legislator, both of whom 
served a part of a month, would each be paid for the full month. 
We are convinced that such interpretation was not intended. 

We are also enclosing our Opinion No. 93, dated May 13, 
1963 to Ellis, in which this office held that the salary of a 
circuit clerk/recorder is to be paid according to the time 
served by the incoming and the outgoing officeholders, so that 
the officeholders are paid for the exact time in office, no 
more and no less. 

This means then, that such representatives receive compen
sation on a prorated basis and not for a full month. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that members of the State 
House of Representat ives who take off i ce after t he beginning of 
a legislative term should have their first monthly salary prorated 
unless they take office on the first day of the month. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, John c. Klaffenbach. 

Very truly yours, 

~ROFT 
Enclosures: Op. No. 121-A 

2/3/69, Godfrey 

Op. Ltr. No. 93 
5/13/63, Ellis 

Attorney General 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 
JEFFERSON CITY 

ATTORNEY GE.NEHAL 6510.1 

October 24, 1977 

Honorable Wayne Goode 
State Representative, 68th District 
Room 410, State Capitol 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Goode: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 130 

(314) 751-3321 

This letter is in response to your request for an opinion 
from this office asking whether subdistricts established under 
Sections 184.350 to 184.384, RSMo Supp. 1975 have statutory 
authority to exact admission charges. 

You further state that the several subdistrict commissions 
are considering charging fees for admission to their facilities. 

The said subdistricts were created and are governed under 
the provisions of Section 184.350 through and including Section 
184.384, RSMo Supp. 1975. In construing these statutes the basic 
rule is to seek the intention of the legislature from the words 
used by giving them their usual plain and ordinary meaning so as 
to promote the object and manifest purpose of the statute. State 
ex rel. Zoological Park Subdistrict of the City and County of -
St. Louis v. Jordan, 521 S.W.2d 369 (Mo. 1975). 

Section 184.358 provides that the subdistricts shall be 
governed by commissions consisting of ten members each. Sub
section 1 of Section 184.360, provides: 

"Each respective subdistrict is hereby 
empowered to own, hold, control, lease, 



Honorable Wayne Goode 

acquire by donation, gift Or bequest, pur
chase, contract, lease, IsicJ sell, any and 
all rights in land, buildings, improvements, 
furnishings, displays, exhibits and programs 
and any and all other real, personal or mixed 
property for the purposes of the said sub
district." 

Section 184.360 is a general statute placing control over all 
the property in the hands of the commissions. 

We believe the answer to the question you have submitted is 
found in Section 184.362, RSMo Sup·p. 19 7 5, which provides in part 
as follows: 

"The use and enjoyment of such institu
tions· an~~laces '· muse~s and Erks of any_~ 
all of the subdistricts established under sec
tions 184.350 to 184.384 shall be forever free 
and OJ.2en to the public at such times as may be 
provide~ the reasona}_?le rules and regula_tions 
adopted by the respective commissions in order 
to rende~ the use of the said subdistrict's 
facilities of the greatest benefit and effi
cie!1tl_y to ·the are2test number. The respec
tive commissions may exclude from the use of 
the said facilities any and all persons who 
willfully violate such rules. In addition 
said commission shall make and adopt such by
laws, rules and regulations for its own guid
ance and for the election of its members and 
for the administration of the subdistrict as 
they may deem expedient and as may not be 
inconsistent with the provisions of the law. 
The respective commissions may contract for, 
or exact, a charge from any person in connec
tion with the use, enjoyment, purchase, li
cense or lease of any property, facility, 
activity, exhibit, function, or personnel of 
the respective subdistricts. Said commission 
shall have exclusive control of the expendi
tures of all moneys collected by the district 
to the credit of the subdistrict's fund and 
of the construction and maintenance of any 
subdistrict, buildings built or maintained 
in whole or in part with moneys of said fund 
and of the supervision, care and custody of 
the grounds, rooms or buildings construdted, 
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leased or set apart for the purposes of the 
subdistrict under the authority conferred in 
this law. " (Emphasis supplied) 

This is a special statute dealing with a particular subject. 
It expressly provides that the use and enjoyment of such institu
tion and places, museums and parks of any and all of the sub
districts established under the provisions of these statutes 
shall be forever free and open to the public at such times as 
may be provided by the reasonable rules and regulations adopted 
by the respective commissions in order to render the use of said 
facilities to the greatest benefit and to the greatest number. 

It is our view that it was the intention of the legislature 
that the general public have free use and enjoyment of the facil
ities at such times as may be pr~vided under reasonable rules and. 
regulations established by the commissions. 

It is also our view that the additional provision of the 
statute which provides that the commissions may contract for, or 
exact a charge from any person in connection with the use, enjoy·
ment, purchase, license or lease of any property, facility, 
activity, exhibit or function does not limit the provision requir
ing that the general public have free use and enjoyment of the 
park. 

We do not speculate as to the particular activities for 
which the commissions may exact a charge. 

Very truly yours, 

Attorney General 
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.JOHN ASHCROFT 

JEFFERSON CITY 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

November 2, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 131 

James F. Walsh, Director 
Department of Social Services 
Broadway State Office Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Walsh: 

This letter is in response to your question asking: 

"Does Section 198.310 preclude the Department 
of Social Services from expending state funds 
to a nursing home district where such funds 
are to be used in the retirement of bonded 
indebtedness of the district?" 

You also state: 

"The Department of Health, Education and Wel
fare has dictated that payments to nursing 
homes under Title XIX Program shall be based 
on a cost allocation plan and one of the 
items to be considered is interest payments 
on indebtedness. The Department, through its 
Division of Family Services, has included in 
its plan the exclusion of interest payments 
where the nursing home has authority to 
recover its bonded indebtedness and interest 
thereon through the levying of taxes. Depart
ment of Health, Education and Welfare, based 
on its Title XVIII Manual which is contrary 
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Mr. James· F. Walsh 

to the above, questions the Department's 
authority to exclude where state funds are 
used." 

We understand that some nursing homes are providing for the 
payment of indebtedness for capital expenditures out of the nurs
ing home district operating revenues. 

Under Section 198.300, RSMo, the nursing home district has 
certain powers. Powers that are relevant to your inquiry include: 
the power to establish and maintain a nursing home within its 
corporate limits, and to construct, acquire, develop, expand, 
extend and improve the nursing home. I'he power to acquire land 
in fee simple, rights on land and easements upon, over or across 
land and leasehold interests in land, and tangible and intangible 
personal property used or useful for the location, establishment, 
maintenance, development, expansion, extension or improvement of 
the nursing home. The acquisition may be by dedication, purchase, 
gift, agreement, lease, use or adverse possession, or by condem
nation. Also relevant is the power of the nursing home to fix, 
charge, and collect reasonable fees and compensation for the use 
or occupancy of the nursing home or any part thereof, and for 
nursing care, medicine, attendance, or other services furnished 
by the nursing home. 

Under the provisions of Section 198.310, RSMo, for the pur
pose of purchasing nursing home district sites, erecting nursing 
homes and related facilities and furnishing the same, building 
additions and repairing old buildings, the board of directors may 
borrow money and issue bonds. The board is required to hold an 
election at which qualified voters will vote for or against the 
loan. If two-thirds of the votes are cast for the loan, the board, 
subject to the restrictions of subsection 3 of Section 198.310, 
is vested with the power to borrow money in the name of the dis
trict to the amount and for the purposes specified on the ballot 
and to issue the bonds of the district for payment of the indebted
ness. 

, Subsection 3, which was referred to, provides that the loans 
which are authorized shall not exceed twenty years. Subsection 3 
also provides that it shall be the duty of the directors to pro
vide for the collection of an annual tax sufficient to pay the 
interest on the indebtedness as it falls due and to constitute 
a sinking fund for the payment of the principal thereof within 
the time the principal becomes due. 
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We point out that we do not have any particular bond issue 
before us and therefore we are making a general statement in 
answer to your question without reference to any particular set 
of facts. 

The Supreme Court of Missouri in Wunderlich v. City of 
St. Louis, 511 S.W.2d 753 (Mo.Banc 1974) held that the provisions 
of Section 26(f), Article VI of the Missouri Constitution, which 
has a similar requirement for the collection of an annual tax 
to pay indebtedness, was not violated by the City of St. Louis 
and its funding arrangement which was conceived for the purpose 
of financing the building of a convention center facility in 
St. Louis and which center was to be funded by operating revenue 
and certain specific tax levies. In that case the Missouri 
Supreme Court cited with approval a decision of the Supreme Court 
of California which held that the California debt limitation 
was not violated because a bond issue failed to contain a pro
vision for an annual tax with which to pay the interest and 
principal of the debt. This was based on the theory that if a 
bond issue is made payable out of a specific and designated 
portion of the general funds of the city issuing the same and 
may never constitute a greater liability thereon, the specific 
and designated portion of the general funds constitutes the 
annual tax that is required by the constitutional debt limitation. 
Therefore, the sense of the Hunderlich holding was that limited 
obligation bonds f~nded from enumerated taxes approved by the 
electors, even though in part from operating revenues, were 
consistent with the provisions of the Missouri Constitution. 

And, in Decker v. Deimer, 129 S.W. 936 (Mo. 1910), the 
Supreme Court of Missouri considering the propriety of the action 
of a county court in providing that surplus funds be used for 
the purchase of a courthouse site, stated at l.c. 948: 

11 
• • Is not the building of a courthouse 

as legitimate as any other county purpose? 
Are bonds so desirable that the people of 
Missouri county Isic] must bond themselves 
when bonds are not necessary, or go without 
a courthouse? Must they levy special taxes 
when they have the means in the treasury to 
avoid such special levy? Running like a 
thread through the statutes is the idea of 
as low a rate of taxation as is compatible 
with the welfare of the people, and the 
other idea that.the county's business must 
be done for cash. 11 
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We are of the view that revenues derived from "reasonable" 
fees charged by a nursing home district may be applied to retire 
bonds issued for the purchase of nursing home sites and for the 
erection of nursing homes under Section 198.310. 

Section 26(a} of Article VI of the Missouri Constitution 
however prohibits the nursing home district from incurring 
indebtedness in any year in an amount exceeding in any year the 
income and revenue provided for in such year plus any unencumbered 
balances from previous years except as otherwise provided in the 
Constitution. Section 26(f) of Article VI of the Constitution is 
similar in context to Section 198.310 and requires that the dis
trict provide for the levy of an annual tax on all taxable tangi
ble property therein sufficient to pay the interest and principal 
of the indebtedness as it falls due and to retire the same within 
twenty years. Therefore, while we view the application of rev
enue to retire bonds as proper, the district is without authority 
to incur indebtedness in violation of the above noted provisions 
of the Missouri Constitution. 

Thus, only when the required bond expenditure is in excess 
of any expected year's revenue and unencumbered balances from 
previous years which can lawfully be applied to the bond obliga
tion must the district collect an annual tax sufficient to pay 
the interest and principal of the indebtedness as they fall due. 
The amount of the annual levy may be determined by taking into 
consideration the income for the year and surplus, if any, at 
the time the levy is made which may be available, considering 
the other obligations of the district, for the retirement of 
the bond principal and interest as they become due. 

It is therefore our view that Section 198.310 does not pre
clude the Department of Social Services from paying state funds 

·to a nursing home district where such funds are to be used in 
the retirement of bonded indebtedness of the district. 

Very truly yours, 
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SCHOOL FOR THE BLIND: 
BLIND: 
DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND 

SECONDARY EDUCATION : 

School for the Blind Trus t 
Funds may be used to fin a nce 
a school for the blind facil
ity which will serve children 
who are sighted but who are 
severely handicapped as well 
as children who are blind. 

OPINION NO. 134 

September 27, 1977 Fl LED 

)3 LJ Dr . Arthur L . Mallory 
Commissioner, Department of Elementary 

and Secondary Education 
Jefferson State Office Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr. Mallory: 

This opinion is in response to your question asking whe ther 
the funds which are in the School for the Blind Trust Fund may be 
used to finance a multi- handicapped facility which we understand 
is to be an addition to the School for the Blind and which will 
serve approximately one hundred blind youngsters who have addi
tional handicapping conditions. We are informed that "about 
60% of the children served in this new program will be blind 
with additional handicapping conditions .. and that the "additional 
children will be sighted but will have other multiple handicaps." ··. 

We also understand that the new facility will be a part of 
the total program at the Missouri School for the Blind in St. 
Louis; that the staff members will be responsible to the super
intendent at the School for the Blind; and that certain common 
facilities will be shared by all students and staff. We are 
further advised that the new facility is being constructed on 
a part of the present site immediately contiguous to the existing 
school building . 

We assume that the multi- handicapped children to which you 
refer come within the definition of 11 severely handicapped children" 
as def ined herein. 

The present section respecting the "School for the Blind 
Trust Fund" is Section 162 . 790 , RSMo Supp. 1975. Such section 
provides in full: 
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"1. All funds derive d from grants, gifts, 
donations or bequests or from the sale or 
conveyance of any property acquired through 
any grant, gift, donation, devise or bequest 
to or for the use of the Missouri school for 
the blind or income received or earned on 
property so acquired, at the discretion of 
the state board of education, may be deposited 
in the state treasury and credited to a spe
cial fund known as the 'School for the Blind 
Trust Fund ', which is hereby created, or may 
be invested or r einvested by the state board 
of education for the Missouri school for the 
blind in bonds, stocks, deeds of trust or 
other investment securities in the amounts 
and in the proportions that the state board 
of education prudently selects. 

"2. All funds derived from grants, gifts, 
donations or bequests or from the sale or 
conveyance of any property acquired through 
any grant, gift , donation, devise or bequest 
to or for the use of the Missouri school for 
the deaf or income received or earned on 
property so acquired, at the discretion of 
the state board of education, may be deposited 
in t h e state treasury and credited to a spe
cial fund known as the ' School for the Deaf 
Trust Fund' , which is hereby created, or may 
be invested o r reinvested by the state board 
of education for the Missouri school for the 
deaf in bonds , stocks , deeds of trusts or 
other investment securities in the amounts 
and i n the proportions that the state board 
of education prudently se l ects. 

"3. All funds derived from grants, gifts , 
donations or bequests or from the sale or 
conveyance of any property acquired through 
any grant, gift , donation, devise or bequest 
to or for the use of the state schools for 
severely handicapped children or income 
received or earned on property so acquired , 
at the discretion of the state board of edu
cation, may be deposited in the state treasury 
and credited to a special fund known as the 
' Handicapped Children ' s Trust Fund ' , which 
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is hereby created, or may be invested or 
reinvested by the state board of education 
for the respective schools in bonds, stocks , 
deeds of trust or other investment securities 
in the amounts and in the proportions that 
the state board of education prudently selects . 

"4. The moneys in the school for the blind 
trust fund , in the school for the deaf trust 
fund or in the handicapped children's trust 
fund shall not be appropriated for the sup
port of the schools in lieu of general state 
revenues but shall be appropriated only for 
the purpose of carrying out the objects for 
which the grant, gift, donation, devise or 
bequest was made. 

"5. The state board of education shall 
make an annual report in writing to the gov
ernor, commissioner of administration and 
the general assembly, on or before the first 
day of February of each year in which the 
general assembly convenes in regular session, 
of all moneys in the trust funds referred to 
herein and of all moneys administered by it 
pursuant to this section . The report shall 
include the amount of all receipts and dis
bursements, the name of the depositary and 
investment officer, a description of the 
securities or other investments being admin
istered, and the plans and projects contem
plated by the state board of education for 
use of the moneys ." 

Subsections 1 and 4 of Section 162.790 clearly provide that 
the moneys in the "School for the Blind Trust Fund" are funds that 
are held in trust for the School for the Blind . Assuming that 
such gifts are not made for a specified use, such funds may be 
used for the School for the Blind. In this respect we call your 
attention to our Opinion No. 63, dated April 30, 1968 , to Howard, 
in which this office stated: 

" ... that money in the School for the Blind 
Trust Fund derived from conveyances to the 
fund which do not specify any purpose for 
which the funds may be used can be appropri 
ated and expended by the Board of Education 
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for the purchase of land and construction of 
buildings for the School for the Blind if 
request for funds from general revenue for 
such purchase has resulted in an appropri
ation from general revenue less than the 
Board has requested as necessary for such 
purchase and that such expenditures are for 
the normal operation of the School for the 
Blind." 

Section 162.730, RSMo Supp. 1975 , provides : 

"1. The state board of education shall 
establish schools or programs in this state 
sufficient to provide special educational 
services for all severely handicapped chil
dren not residing in special school districts 
or in other school districts providing ap
proved special educational services for se
verely handicapped children which schools 
or programs shall be referred to herein as 
' state schools for severely handicapped chil
dren'. 

"2. The Missouri school for the blind at 
St. Louis and the Missouri school for the 
deaf at Fulton are within the division of 
special services of the department of edu
cation . The state board of education shall 
govern these schools . 

" 3. The state board of education 

(1) Shall determine the type and kind of 
instruction to be offered and the number and 
qualifications of instructors and other nec
essary personnel in the state schools for 
severely handicapped children, the school 
for the blind and the school for the deaf; 
provided, however , that the course of study 
of these schools shall be of a character to 
develop the mental, physical, vocational and 
social abilities of the pupils and to prepare 
those students capable of advancing for ad
mission to postsecondary programs; 
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(2) Shall promulgate all rules and regu
lations governing enrollment, including that 
of assigning children to the most appropriate 
school or programs; and 

(3) Shall determine and approve all pol
icies for the operation of said schools or 
programs . " 

Section 162 . 735, RSMo Supp. 1975, provides: 

"The state department of education may 
assign severely handicapped children, except 
severely handicapped children residing in spe
cial school districts and in districts pro
viding approved special educational services 
for severely handicapped children, to state 
schools for severely handicapped children, 
the school for the blind or the school for 
the deaf . Futhermore, the state board of 
education may contract for the education of 
a severely handicapped child with another pub
lic agency or with a private agency when the 
state department of education determines that 
such an arrangement would be in the best 
interests of the severely handicapped child . 
Assignment of severely handicapped children 
under this section shall be made to a parti
cular school or program which, in the judg
ment of the state department of education, 
can best provide special educational services, 
and such assignment shall be made upon the 
basis of competent evaluations; provided , 
however, the assignment may be appealed by 
a parent or guardian pursuant to sections 
162.945 to 162.965. Children who are not 
residents of this state may be admitted to 
these schools if the schools have the capac
ity to receive them and upon payment of full 
tuition and costs as prescribed by the state 
board of education." 

The Omnibus State Reorganization Act of 1974, subsection 4 
of Section 5 provides that the transfer of the Missouri School for 
the Blind to the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
is a type I transfer. 
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Subsection (3) of Section 162.675, as amended by House Bill 
130, 79th General Assembly, First Regular Session, effective Sept
ember 28, 1977, defines "severely handicapped children" : 

"' Severely handicapped children', handi
capped children under the age of twenty-one 
years, who, because of the extent of the handi
capping condition or conditions, as determined 
by competent professional evaluation, are unable 
to benefit from or meaningfully participate 
in programs in the public schools for handi
capped children . The term 'severely handicapped ' 
is not confined to a separate and specific 
category but pertains to the degree of dis 
ability which permeates a variety of handi 
capping conditions and education programs;" 

It is our view that the above-quoted sections give the 
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education the authority 
to assign severely handicapped children to such schools, includ
ing the School for the Blind, as the Department deems necessary. 

Since we have concluded that gifts of a general nature which 
do not contain any specific qualifications are made to the School 
for the Blind and since we have concluded that severely handi
capped children as defined by law may be assigned to the School 
for the Blind , there is no legal prohibition for the use of 
such School for the Blind Trust Funds for the financing of a 
facility which is a part of the School for the Blind even though 
such a facility may serve children who are sighted but who are 
nevertheless considered to be severely handicapped. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that School for the Blind 
Trust Funds may be used to finance a school for the blind facility 
which will serve children who are sighted but who are severely 
handicapped as well as children who are blind. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach. 

Enclosure: Op. No. 63, 
4/30/68, Howard 

truly yours, 

.,____ ~ c:;,._.c Pf---. 
ASHCROFT (/ -

ttorney General 
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May 26, 1977 

Dr. Arthur L. Mallory 
Commissioner 
State Department of Elementary 

and Secondary Education 
Jefferson State Office Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr . Mallory: 

OPINION LE'l'TER NO. 135 
Answer by Letter - Hyatt 

In accordance with your request of May 23, 1977, we have 
reviewed the Missouri State Department of Elementary and Secon
dary Education's "App lication for Federal Assis t ance - Migr ant 
Education Program (fiscal year 1978). " This application is 
being submitted under Title I of the El ementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, P.L . 89- 10, as amended. See 20 U.S.C . 
Section 24lc-2 . 

In addition to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965, as amended, and the regulations p r opounded pursuant 
the reto (45 C. P . R. 116 , October 1, 1976 edition) , our review 
has taken into consideration Article III , Section 38(a) 1 Mis
souri Cons titution , and Section 161. 092, RSMo Supp . 1975 . 

Based on the foregoing , we her eby certify that the Missouri 
State Department of Elementa.ry and Secondary Education has au
thority under state law to perform t he duties and functions of 
a 11 state educationa l agency" as defined in '.l'itle I of Public 
Law 89-10 (20 u.s.c. Section 244), including those arising from 
the a ssurances set forth in the application. 

This opinion letter constitutes our official certification 
and should be inserted in the appropriate place in each copy 
of the application. 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 

.JEFFERSON CITY (314) 751-3321 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

June 10, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 138 

Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 
Secretary of State 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Kirkpatrick: 

In accordance with Section 125.030, RSMo, we have prepared a 
ballot title for Senate Joint Resolution No. 14, 79th General As
sembly, First Regular Session. The ballot title is: 

Authorizes counties to issue utility or air
port revenue bonds with voter approvali au
thorizes governing bodies of counties and 
municipalities to issue industrial develop
ment revenue bonds. 



COUNTY COLLECTORS : 
COUNTY DEPOSITARIES: 

When t he c ounty court of a third class 
county , under Section 52 . 020 . 2 , RSMo 
1969, has r equire d the county collec

tor to deposit all daily collections of money in depositaries se
l e cted by the county courts in accordan ce with Sections 110.130 
through 110.150, RSMo, the county collector must make such daily 
de posits in such county depositaries. 

OPINION NO. 141 

July 19, 1977 

Honorable Eugene B. Overhoff 
Prosecuting Attorney of Crawford County 
P. 0. Box 486 
Steelville, Missouri 65565 

De ar Mr . Overhoff : 

Fl LED 
141 

This opinion is in answer to your following questions : 

"Do bids received of banking corpora
t ions in answer to a public notice calling 
f or a proposal to act as county depository 
for public funds pursuant to Statute 110 . 
010 include all of the funds of the county 
or just those stated in another part of the 
invitation to bid as funds coming into the 
hands of the Treasurer of Crawford Co . , Mo . ? 

"Would funds coming into the County Col
l e ctor in payment of taxes etc. be a part of 
the public funds of the county so as to be 
included in the bids submitted by the bank
ing corporations in answer to the invitation 
t o bid? 

"What are public funds of every county 
as designated in 110 . 010 and when do those 
funds become public funds? 

"If the funds coming into t he Co . col
lector's office are not i nclude d i n the bid, 
can the county court, under Chap . 52 . 020 
order the county collector to make daily 
de posits in the bank des ignated as a county 
depository in answer t o t he i nvitation to 



Honorable Eugene B. Overhoff 

bids or must new bids be requested and re
ceived in order to cover the funds of the 
county collector?" 

You supplied us with a copy of the invitation for bids for 
county depositary of Crawford County, Missouri, and indicated 
verbally that the county court has required the county col l ector 
to make daily deposits. 

The statutes which are applicable to your question are as 
follows : 

Section 52 . 020.2 provides: 

" In all third and fourth c l ass counties the 
county court may require the county collec
tor to deposit daily all collections of 
money in the depositaries selected by the 
county court in accordance with the provi
sions of sections 110.130 to 110.150, RSMo, 
to the credit of a fund to be known as 
' County Collector ' s Fund'. The depositaries 
are bound to account for the moneys in the 
county collector ' s fund in the same manner 
as the public funds of every kind and de
scription going into the hands of the county 
treasurer and shall provide security for the 
deposits in the manner required by section 
110.010, RSMo. If daily deposits are re
quired to be made , the county courts may 
also require that the bond of the county 
collector shall be in the sum equal to one
fourth of the largest amount collected d u r 
ing any one month of the year immediately 
preceding his election or appointment , plus 
ten percent of the amount. No county col 
lector shall be required to make daily de
posits for days when his collections do not 
total at least one hundred dollars . " 
(Emphasis added) 

Section 110 . 130 . 1, RSMo 1969, provides: 

"Subject to the provisions of section 110 . 
030 the county court of each county in this 
state, at the May term, in each odd- numbered 
year , shall receive propo s a ls from banking 
corporations or associations at the county 
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seat of the county which desire to be se
lected as the depositaries of the funds of 
the county . For the purpose of letting the 
funds the county court shall, by order of 
record, divide the funds into not less than 
two nor more than twelve equal parts , ex
cept that in counties of the first class 
not having a charter form of government, 
funds shall be divided in not less than 
two nor more than twenty equal parts, and 
th~ bids provided for in sections 110 . 140 
and 110.150 may be for one or more of the 
parts." 

Section 110.150 . 1, RSMo Supp . 1975 , provides: 

"The county court, at noon on the first day 
of the May term in each odd-numbered year, 
shall publicly open the bids, and cause 
each bid to be entered upon the records of 
the court, and shall select as the deposi
taries of all the public funds of every 
kind and description going into the hands 
of the county treasurer , and also all the 
public funds of every kind and description 
going into the hands of the ex officio col
lector in counties under township organiza
tion , the deposit of which is not otherwise 
provided for by law, the banking corpora
tions or associations whose bids ·respec
tively made for one or more of the parts 
of the funds shall in the aggregate consti
tute the largest offer for the payment of 
interest per annum for the funds; but the 
court may re ject any and all bids. " 

Crawford Co~nty is a third class county . Thus, Section 
52 . 020.2 is applicable . Since the county court requires the 
county collector to make deposits under Section 52 .020.2 daily, 
it is our view that collections of the county collector should 
be deposited in the county depositary selected under the bidding 
procedure employed by Crawford County pursuant to statute. 

You have asked whether the invitation for bids encompasses 
collections made by county collectors . Our view is that these 
collections are public funds; and, as requir ed by the county court 
under Section 52 . 020.2, the collectio ns must be deposited daily 
in the depositary or depositaries selected by the county court as 
provided by law. 
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It is pointed out that the matter of county collectors and 
county depositaries has been dealt with in a related"opinion, 
Opinion No . 110 dated June 3, 1977 (copy enclosed) , which de
scribes the obligations of county collectors in third and fourth 
class counties to make daily deposits of their collections in de
positaries selected by county courts. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the op~n1on of this office that when the county court 
of a third class county, under Section 52.020.2, RSMo 1969, has 
required the county collector to deposit all daily collections of 
money in depositaries selected by the county courts in accordance 
with Sections 110.130 through 110.150, RSMo, the county collector 
must make such daily deposits in such county depositaries. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Terry C. Allen. 

Enclosure: Op . No. 110 
Keyes, 6-3-77 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Dr. Arthur L . Mallory 
Commissioner of Education 
Department of Elementary and 

Secondary Education 
Jefferson State Office Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr. Mallory: 

JEFFERSON CITY (314} 751-3321 

65101 

June 17, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 145 

This letter is in response to your request for our review and certifi
cation of the State Board of Education 1s state plan for the administration of 
vocational education under the Vocational Education Amendments Act of 1968, 
as amended. 

Our review has taken into consideration the Vocational Education Act 
of 1963, Pub. L. 88-210, as amended; the Vocational Amendments Act of 1968, 
Pub.L. 90-576, as amended; the Education Amendments of 1976, Pub.L. 94-
482; the applicable federal regulations ( 45 C .F. R. Parts 100, 102, 103 and 
proposed rules, 45 C .F .R. Parts 104 and 105, April 7, 1977); Article III, 
Section 38(a), Article IV, Section 15, and Article IX, Sections 1(b), 2(a), 
and 2(b), Missouri Constitution; Sections 161.092, 161.112, 161.122, and 
178.420 through 178.580, V.A.M.S.; Sections 5.2 and 6.7 of the Omnibus 
Reorganization Act of 1974; and related provisions. 

It is the opinion of this office that: 

1. The Missouri State Board of Education is the state agency solely 
responsible for the administration of vocational education in Missouri and is, 
therefore, the 11 State Board n as that term is defined in 20 U.S . C . Section 
1248(8); 



Dr . Arthur L. Mallory 

2. The Missouri State Board of Education has the authority under 
state law to submit a state plan for the administration of vocational education; 

3. The Missouri State Board of Education has the authority to ad-
minister or supervise the administration of the foregoing state plan; 

4. All provisions contained in the foregoing state plan are consistent 
with state law; 

5. The Commissioner of the Missouri Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education has been duly authorized by the Missouri State Board 
of Education to submit the foregoing state plan to the United States Commis
sioner of Education and to represent the Missouri State Board of Education in 
all matters relating thereto. 

In conjunction with this letter opinion which constitutes our official 
certification of the application, we have completed the required certification 
forms. 

Yours very truly, 

8&~(Jt~~-
JOHN .ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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.JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTOHNEY GENE!1AL 

John M. Keane, Director 
Department of Labor and 

Industrial Relations 
421 East Dunklin 

.JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

December 27, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 147 

Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear ~vir. Keane : 

(314) 751-3321 

This letter is issued in response to your request for an 
opinion on the following question: 

"To what extent may a State Plan for Pub
lic Employee Safety and Health administered 
by the State of Missouri provide for the 
coverage of both state and local government 
employees under existing state laws and the 
Constitution? Can such a program be initiated 
through Executive authority or will it be 
necessary fo~ legislation to be enacted? If 
legislation is required, will all facets of 
the program require legislation or would, 
for example, it be able to provide coverage 
to some state and local government entities 
vlhile o'thers would require legislation? I 
reference you to the last sentence of 1956.2 
(c) (1) which states: ''l'he qualification "to 
the extent permitted by its law" means only 
that where a state may not constitut:ionally 
regulate occupational safety and health con
ditions in certain political subdivisions, the 



Mr. John M. Keane 

plan may exclude such political subdivision 
employees from Goverage'. As .such, I will 
need to know which agencies fall outside the 
extent permitted by lav1." 

You attached to your request a copy of the regulations 
29 CSR 1956 outlining the procedures and standards for establish
ing such a program. § 1956.1 states: 

" . It is the purpose of this Part to 
assure the availability of the protections 
[the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 
1970 (29 U.S.C. § 667)] to public employees, 
where no State plan covering private employ
ees is in effect, by adapting the requirements 
and procedures applicable to State plans cover
ing private employees to the situation where 
State coverage under Section 18(b) is proposed 
for public employees only." 

The regulations clearly contemplate an extensive regulation 
of safety practices of public employers. Some of the necessary 
elements of this regulatory scheme, as envisioned by the federal 
regulations, are: standards must be developed which are at 
least as effective as those promulgated under section 6 of the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. § 667); 
inspectors must have the right to enter work places and have 
available legal process to compel such entry if access is 
denied; there must be sufficient trained personnel and the state 
agency must have sufficient budgetary resources to adequately 
enforce the standards; public employers must be required to 
maintain records and reports on occupational injuries and ill
nesses; procedures must be devised for the development or promul
gation of new standards or modification of existing standards so 
as to keep the state standards in line with the federal standards; 
the agency must have the authority to grant variances from the 
standards; ·the agency must have the emergency powers to deal 
with new and unforeseen hazards, the agency must have the power 
to furnish to public employees information concerning hazardous 
conditions in their \·mrk places; standards must provide for 
protection of empioyees from exposure to hazards by such means 
as protective equipment or clothing, or measuring devices; pro
tection must be provided for employees who bring possible vio·
lations to the attention of the agency; the agency must notify 
employees or their representatives where the agency intends not 
to take compliance action; the agency must inform public employees 
of their protections and obligations under the act; the agency 
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must have procedures for the prompt res·traint or elimina·tion of 
any conditions or practices which could cause death or serious 
harm including legal proceedings to require such abatement~ the 
agency must have the power, including compulsory legal process, 
to obtain necessary evidence or testimony in connection with 
inspection and enforcement proceedings; there must be a system 
of sanctions against public employers who violate state stan
dards and orders; the agency must have ~ full administrative 
review procedure for notices of violations with opportunity for 
hearing; and the agency is to encourage state agencies and sub
divisions to institute self-inspection and safety training pro
grams. 

It is clear that such an extensive statewide regulatory 
program of political entities other than state agencies coqld 
only be initiated by legislation. 

l'~ssuming such a program would be instituted by legislation, 
you next ask vvhat political entities in the state could be sub~ 
ject to its provisions. 

It is the opinion of this office that the General Assembly 
could, by an appropriately worded statute, extend this regulatory 
scheme to all political subdivisions of the state. 
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.JEFFERSON CITY 
(314) 751-3321 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

September 27, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 148 

Mr. John M. Keane 
Department of Labor and 

Industrial Relations 
421 East Dunklin 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Keane: 

This letter is in response to your request for an opinion 
on the following questions: 

1. 11 Was it the intent of the legislature to 
regulate theatrical booking agents in the 
same manner as private employment agencies 
are to be regulated and licensed under the 
new legislation; or are theatrical booking 
agencies covered by HB 84 solely as the re
sult of default or oversight by the legisla
ture in passing this legislation; or do 
theatrical booking agencies regulating and 
licensing requirements remain as they were 
prior to the enactment of HB 84? 11 

2. 11 Specifically, what would constitute an 
investigation of the character and responsi
bility of the owners, partners, corporate 
officers, stockholders and individuals 
responsible for the direction and operation 
of placement activities for an agency so as 
to comply with the requirement of Section 
289.010.4? 11 
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3. "In light of recent activities, and legal 
opinions, both official and unofficial, 
just how far can an investigation proceed 
and what documents can be looked into with
out violating a person's or persons' civil 
rights?" 

Until this year, Sections 289.010 through 289.050, RSMo, 
regulated the licensing and operation of employment offices 
or agencies to obtain licenses. Such a regulatory scheme 
has existed in some form since 1909. Sections 289.100 through 
289.130, RSMo enacted in 1963, provided additional regulations 
for the licensing and operation of theatrical booking agencies. 
Section 289.110.1 provides: 

"No person shall open, operate or maintain an 
office as a theatrical booking agency in this 
state without first obtaining a license from 
the director of the division of industrial 
inspection to operate a private employment 
agency as provided in section 289.010; and 
every licensee is subject to all of the 
restrictions, requirements and liabilities 
provided in sections 289.010 to 289.050." 

In 1977, the 79th General Assembly repealed Sections 289.010 
through 289.050, RSMo, and enacted in their place now Sections 
289.005, 289.010, 289.020, 289.030, 289.040, 289.050, 289.060 
and 289.070, HB 84, 79th General Assembly. In addition to 
expanding the requirements for licensing and operation of 
employment agencies, the new sections transfer authority for 
such licensing from the director of the Division of Industrial 
Inspection to the director of the Department of Consumer 
Affairs, Regulation and Licensing. 

The general rule is that: 

"Where a reference statute incorporates the 
terms of one statute into the provisions of 
another act, 'the two statutes coexist as 
separate distinct legislative enactments, 
each having its appointed sphere of action.' 
As neither statute depends upon the other's 
enactment for its existence, the repeal of 
the provision in one enactment does not affect 
its operation in the other statute . . . where 
a statute has adopted the provision of another 
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statute by reference, the suspension of the 
provision in one enactment does not operate to 
suspend the identical provision in the other 
statute." Sutherland, Statutory Construction 
Vol. lA, Section 23.32, pp. 278-9 (4th ed. Sands, 
1972). 

Where one statute refers to another which is subsequently 
repealed, the statute repealed becomes a part of the one 
making the reference and remains in force so far as the 
adopting statute is concerned. Hanson v. City of Omaha, 
61 N.W.2d 556 (Neb. Sup. 1953). This also seems to be the 
rule in Missouri. In Gaston v. Lamkin, 115 Mo. 20, 21 S.W. 
1100, 1103 (1893), the Supreme Court held that where one 
statute specifically incorporates the provisions of another, 
those provisions will remain in force, unchanged, even though 
the incorporated statute may itself subsequently be amended 
or repealed. However, where a statute incorporates generally 
the established law in an area, changes in that law will 
become automatically a part of the incorporation. See also 
Crohn v. Kansas City Home Telephone Co., 131 Ho .App. 31.3, 
109 S.W. 1068, 1070 (Mo.App. 1908). 

The provisions of Section 289.110 et seq. as cited above 
incorporate the licensing provisions ofSections 289.010 to 
289.050, as they existed at the time of enactment of Section 
289.110 et seq. even to the extent of referring specifically 
to obtaining the license from the director of the Division of 
Industrial Inspection. With such a specific incorporation by 
reference it is the opinion of this office that any subsequent 
modifications and amendments to the incorporated statutory 
scheme would not become a part of Sections 289.110, et seq. 
Therefore, persons seeking to operate theatrical booking agen
cies must continue to obtain licensees from the director of 
the Division of Industrial Inspection as though Sections 
289.010, RSMo et seq. had not been repealed and reenacted. 

The other questions you asked cannot be appropriately 
answered by an official Attorney General's opinion. They 
involve matters which must be decided on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Very truly yours, 

ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL 

JEFFERSON CITY 

6~101 
July 8, 1977 

Mr. James R. Hall 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Ripley County Court House 
Doniphan, Missouri 63935 

Dear Mr. Hall: 
l 

OPINION LETTER NO. 150 

(314) 751-3321 

This letter is in response to your question asking whether 
it is the duty of the prosecuting attorney in a county of the 
third class to represent the county collector in a suit for a 
refund of taxes brought under Section 139.031, RSMo Supp. 1975. 
You state that the question concerns an interpretation of pro
visions of Section 137.073, RSMo. 

In answer to your question we are including the opinions 
listed below which we believe will be helpful to you. We are 
of the view in considering these opinions and the authorities 
cited that since the county collector is a county officer act
ing in the performance of his official duties in collecting 
taxes pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 137, RSMo, it is 
your official duty to defend the suit involved. This situation 
is somewhat similar to that in the case of Missouri Pacific 
Railroad Co. v. Kuehle, 482 S.W.2d 505 (Mo. 1972), in which the 
prosecuting attorney of Cape Girardeau County represented the 
collector ~n a suit against him for refund of alleged excess 
school taxlpayments. The school districts were also represented 
in that case by private counsel.-



Mr. James R. Hall 

You additionally ask whether the prosecuting attorney has 
authority to compromise the suit. The enclosed opinions indi
cate that the prosecuting attorney, acting as a lawyer in the 
interest of the state and the county under Chapter 56, RSMo 
has not been given express authority to compromise such liti
gation. It is also our view in response to this second question 
that since it involves litigation it would be improper for this 
office to descend into details as to the manner in which the 
litigation should be handled. 

Enclosures: Op. No. 70, 
Op. No. 96, 
Op. No. 92, 
Op. No. 62, 
Op. No. 62, 
Op. No. 89, 
Op. No. 93, 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 

9/14/49, Peal 
11/29/49, Wheeler 
3/5/53, Vogel 
1/11/54, Mills 
9/14/54, Jennings 
11/14/61, Toohey 
2/20/70, Crow 
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JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

July 7, 1977 

Honorable Harry Wiggins 
State Senator, lOth District 
Room 321, Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Senator Wiggins: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 151 

<314) 751·3321 

This letter is in response to your request for an opinion 
asking as follows: 

"Article VI, Section 18(e) of the Consti
tution of the State of Missouri (1945), 
relat'es to laws affecting charter counties. 
In the fourth line of the paragraph the 
language addresses 'the salaries of judi
cial officers.' My question is whether a 
jury commissioner is included as a 'judicial 
officer'?" 

Section 18(e) provides: 

"Laws shall be enacted providing for free 
and open elections in such counties [charter 
counties], and laws may be enacted providing 
the number and salaries of the judicial of
ficers therein as provided by this consti
tution and by law, but no law shall' provide 
for any other office or employee of the county 
or fix the salary of any of its officers or 
employees." 



Senator Harry Wiggins 

It has been said broadly with respect to the term "judicial 
officer", that to be a judicial officer one must be in some way 
connected to the judicial department. State ex rel. Heimburger 
v. Wells, 109 S.W. 758 (Mo. 1908). However, the Missouri Supreme 
Court in State v. St. Louis County, 421 S.W.2d 249 (Mo.Banc 1967), 
stated at l.c. 255: 

" : However, we think the personnel pro-
vided for the assistance of the juvenile 
court are not judicial officers within the 
meaning of Art. VI, § 18(e), but are employees 

·of the county. Hasting v. Jasper County, 
314 Mo . 14 4 , 2 8 2 S . W . 7 0 0 . . • . " 

In our view the St. Louis County case, above quoted, is 
controlling and as a consequence a jury commissioner should not 
be considered to be a "judicial officer" as the term is used in 
such section. 

Very truly yours, 

a..,..~ ~~f·-'tJ'-.,_ 
ASHCROFT (l 

Attorney General 

\ 
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AGRICULTURE: A corporation which owns agricul
tural land in Missouri, but does 
not engage in farming , is not 
r equired to file an annual report 

AGRICULTURAL CORPORATIONS: 
CORPORATIONS: 

with the 
pursuant 

Director of the Missouri Department of Agriculture 
to Section 350.020.4 , RSMo Supp . 1975. 

OPINION NO. 153 

August 25 , 1977 

Jack Runyan, Director 

Fl LED 
1~3' Missouri Department of Agriculture 

Post Office Box 630 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear nr. Runyan: 

... : 

This is in response to your recent opinion request which 
poses the following question: 

"Is a corporation, being neither a family 
farm corporation nor an authorized farm cor
poration, which owns agricultural land in 
Missouri and leases said land to an individ
ual, a family farm corporation, family farm 
unit, or another corporation, for farming 
purposes, required to file a year ly report 
pursuant to Chapter 350.020, RSMo Supp. 1975?" 

Your question involves the interpretation of various sections 
of Chapter 350, RSMo Supp. 1975, entitled "An Act Relating to 
Agricultural Land; Regulating the OWnership of such Land by Cer-
tain Corporations , with Penalty Provisions." Laws, 1975, p. , 
S . C.S.H.C .S . H.B. No. 655, Sections 1-5 . ----

Section 350.015 regulates the ownership and use of agricul
tural land by certain corporations in Missouri. It reads as 
follows: 

"After September 28, 1975, no corporation 
not already engaged in farming shall engage 
in farming; nor shall any corporation, di
rectly or indirectly, acquire, or otherwise 
obtain an interest, whether legal, beneficial 
o r otherwise, in any title to agricultural 



Mr. Jack Runyan 

land in this state , provided, however, that 
the restrictions set forth in this section 
shall not apply to the following: 

(1} A bona fide encumbrance taken for 
purposes of security; 

(2) A family farm corporation or an au
thorized farm corporation as defined in sec
tion 350.010; 

(3) Agricultural land and land capable 
of being used for farming owned by a cor
poration as of Septebmer 28, 1975 including 
the normal expansion of such ownership at a 
rate not to exceed twenty percent, measured 
in acres, in any five-year period, or agri 
cultural land and land capable of being used 
for farming which is leased by a corporation 
in an amount, measured in acres , not to ex
ceed the acreage under lease to such corpor
ation as of September 28, 1975 and the addi
tional acreage for normal expansion at a 
rate not to exceed twenty percent in any 
five-year period, and the additional acreage 
reasonably necessary whether to be owned or 
leased by a corporation to meet the require
ments of pollution control regulations . 

(4) A farm operated wholly for research 
or experimental purposes, including seed 
research and experimentation and seed stock 
production for genetic improvements, pro
vided that any commercial sales from such 
farm shall be incidental to the research or 
experimental objectives of the corporation; 

(5) Agricultural land operated by a cor
poration for the purposes of growing nursery 
plants, vegetables, grain or fruit used exclu
sively for brewing or winemaking or distill
ing purpoSCti and not for resale, for forest 
cropland or for the production of poultry, 
poultry products, fish or mushroom farming, 
production of registered breeding stock for 
sale to farmers to improve their breeding 
herds, for the production of raw materials 
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for pharmaceutical manufacture, chemical pro
cessing, food additives and related products , 
and not for resale . 

(6) Agricultural land operated by a cor
poration for the purposes of alfalfa dehy
dration exclusively and only as to said lands 
lying within fifteen miles of a dehydrating 
plant and provided further said crops raised 
thereon shall be used only for further pro
cessing and not for resale in its original 
form . 

(7) Any interest, when acquired by an edu
cational, religious, or charitable not for 
profit or pro forma corporation or associa
tion; 

(8) Agricultural land or any interest 
therein acquired by a corporation other than 
a family farm corporation or authorized farm 
corporation, as defined in section 350.010, 
for immediate or potential use in nonfarming 
purposes. A corporation may hold such agri
cultural land in such acreage as may be nec
essary to its nonfarm business operation; 
provided, however , that pending the develop
ment of agricultural land for nonfarm pur
poses, such land may not be used for farming 
except under lease to a family farm unit, a 
family farm corporation or an authorized 
farm corporation, or except when controlled 
through ownership , options , l easehol ds , or 
other agreements by a corporation which has 
entered into an agreement with the United 
States of America pursuant to the New Com
munity Act of 1968 (Title IV of the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1968, 42 u.s.c . 
3901-3914) as amended, or a subsidiary or 
assign of such a corporation; or 

(9) Aqyicultural lands acquired by a cor
poration by process of law or voluntary con
veyance in the collection of debts , or by any 
procedure for the enforcement of a lien or 
claim thereon, whether created by mortgage 
or otherwise; provi ded, that any corporation 
may hold for ten years real estate acquired 
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in payment of a debt, by foreclosure or other
wise, and for such longer period as may be 
provided by law . 

(10) The provisions of sections 350.010 
to 350.030 shall not apply to the raising of 
hybrid hogs in connection with operations 
designed to improve the quality, character
istics, profit ability, or market . ability of 
hybrid hogs through selective breeding and 
genetic improvement where the primary pur
pose of such livestock raising is to pro
duce hybrid hogs to be used by farmers and 
livestock raisers for the improvement of the 
quality of their herds." 

(We note that the 79th General Assembly in its First Regular Ses
sion enacted Senate Bill No . 326, repealing Section 350.015, RSMo 
Supp. 1975 and replacing it with a new provision; however, the 
new enactment has no effect on the subject of this opinion . ) 

Further, Section 350.020 requires corporations either engaged 
in or proposing to commence farming in Missouri, to file various 
reports with the Director of the Department of Agriculture. Said 
section reads as follows : 

"1. Every corporation engaged in farming 
or proposing to commence farming in this state 
after September 28, 1975 , shall file with the 
director of the state department of agricul
ture a report containing the following infor
mation; 

(1) The name of the corporation and its 
place of incorporation; 

(2) The address of the registered office 
of the corporation in this state, the name 
and address of its registered agent in this 
state and, in the case of a foreign corpo
ration , the address of its principal office 
in its pla~e of incorporation; 

(3) The acreage and location listed by 
sec~ion, township and county of each lot or 
parcel of land in this state owned or leased 
by the corporation and used for farming, and 

- 4 -



Mr . Jack Runyan 

(4) The names and addresses of the offi
cers and the members of the board of directors 
of the corporation . " 

"2. The report of a corporation seeking 
to qualify hereunder as a family farm cor
poration or an authorized farm corporation 
shall contain the following additional infor
mation: The number of shares owned by per
sons residing on the farm or actively engaged 
in farming, or their relatives within the 
third degree of consanguinity or affinity 
including their spouses , sons-in-law and 
daughters-in- law according to the rules of 
the common law; the name , address and number 
of shares owned by each shareholder; and a 
statement as to percentage of net receipts 
of the corporation derived from any other 
sources other than farming. 

"3. No corporation shall commence farm
ing in this state until it has filed the 
report required by this section. 

"4 . Every corporation, except a family 
farm corporation, engaged in farming in this 
state shall, prior to April fifteenth of each 
year , file with the director of the state 
department of agriculture a report contain
ing the information required in Subdivision 
1 of this section based on its operations in 
the preceding calendar year and its status 
at the end of such year . 

"5. The failure of a corporation to file 
a required report, or the use of false infor
mation in the report , shall be a misdemeanor 
for which the corporation shall be punished 
by a fine of not less than five hundred dollars 
or more than one thousand dollars." 

Additionally, Sectiro .1 350.025 provides : "All farm cooperatives 
who own farm land shall report under section 350.020 hereof." 

It is clear from the facts provided with your request that 
the corporations you refer to are neither family farm nor autho
rized farm corporations, as defined by Section 350.010(2) and (5) . 
Therefore , the questioned corporations are restricted in their 
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owne rship and use of agricultural land by the prov~s~ons of Sec
tion 350.015. See Attorne y Ge neral ' s Opin i on No . 76, issue d 
April 11, 1977 {copy enclose d). Howe ve r, your request refe rs 
sole ly to the a pp licability o f the yearly reporting provisions 
of Se ction 350 . 020.4 to the questione d corporations . For the 
reason given below, we are of the opinion that the corporations 
you refe r to are not required to file annual reports pursuant 
to Section 350 . 020. 

In construing statutory language it is essential to deter
mine the intent and object of the legislature in enacting the 
statute in question by giving the words used therein their plain, 
rational and ordinary meaning. DePoortere v. Commercial Credit 
Corporation, 500 S . W.2d 724 {Mo . Ct . App. at Spr. 1973); Un~ted 
Air Lines, Inc . v . State Tax Commission, 377 S . W.2d 444 (Mo.Banc 
1964) . Where the language of the statute is plain and unambig
uous, the General Assembly is presumed to have intended exactly 
what is directly stated in the statute. State v . Kraus , 530 
S . W. 2d 684 (Mo.Banc 1975); State ex rel. Zoological Park Sub
district of the City and County of St. Louis v . Jordan , 521 
S.W . 2d 369 {Mo . 1975); State ex rel. State Highway Commission 
v. Wiggins , 454 S.W . 2d 899 {Mo . Banc 1970). Further, as a general 
rule of construction, when statutes enumerate the things or sub
jects on which they are to ope rate , they are to be taken as 
excluding from their effect all subjects and things not expressly 
mentioned therein. DePoortere, supra; Giloti v . Hamm-Singer 
Corp., 396 S . W.2d 711 (Mo. 1965) . 

Applying these standards of interpretation to Section 
350.015 , it is clear that the restrictions provided therein relate 
both to corporations engaged in farming and corporations owning 
or obtaining an interest in agricultural land, as defined by 
Section 350.010 . By its own language, Section 350 . 015 makes 
an express distinction between corporate ownership of agricultural 
land and corporate farming . 

However, no such distinction is found in the annual report
ing requirements of Section 350 . 020.4. The requirements therein 
relate solely to corporations, other than family farm corporations , 
engaged in farming in Missouri. Had the legislature intended to 
require corporations which merely own agricultural l and but do 
not engage in farmin~ to file annual reports pursuant to Section 
350 . 020.4, it coui~ have done so . In fact, in enacting Section 
350.025, ·the legislature expressly provided that the reporting 
requirements of Section 350 . 020 apply to farming cooperatives 
which own agricultural land . This latter enactment wou l d be 
meaningless if the legislature did not intend to distinguish 
between cooperative ownership of agricultural land and cooperative 
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farming for the purposes of Sections 350 . 015 and 350.020 . No 
provision comparable to Section 350.025, relating to corporations, 
is found in Chapter 350 . It must therefore be concluded that the 
annual reporting requirements of Section 350.020.4 apply to 
corporations only if they are engaged in farming . It is our 
opinion that while corporate ownership of agricultural land is 
restricted by Section 350.015 , the corporate owner is not required 
to file annual reports with the Director of the Missouri Depart
ment of Agriculture pursuant to Section 350 . 020 unless the cor
poration is also engaged in farming. Thus , the answer to your 
question lies in whether the corporations you refer to in your 
request are engaged in farming . 

The facts provided in your request reveal that the questioned 
corporations own agricultural land for nonfarming purposes, 
either for investment or future nonfarming business operations. 
In one instance , the land is leased to an individual farmer as 
restricted by Section 350 . 015(8). In neither case, however, 
are the corporations referred to engage d in farming ; rather, they 
merely hold title to agricultural land for present or future 
nonfarming business operations . Thus, while the questioned 
corporations are restricted in their ownership, use , and rental 
of agricultural land by Section 350 . 015 , they are not required 
to fi l e annual reports pursuant to Section 350.020 , since they 
are not engaged in farming . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that a corporation which 
owns agricultural land in Missouri, but does not engage in farming , 
is not required to file an annual report with the Director of the 
Missouri Department of Agriculture pursuant to Section 350 . 020 . 4, 
RSMo Supp . 1975 . 

The foregoing opinion , which I here by appr ove , wa s prepare d 
by my assistan t , Greg Hoffman . 

Encl o sure : Op . Nc . 76 
5/20/77 , Runy a n 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 
ATTOAN£:Y c;r.r-a:RAL 

S.~lc/ J' 1 u:y/ ,--!!;;nora I ,</ J(~.i<:·CO'V 
JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

July 6, 1977 

Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 
Secretary of State 
State of Missouri 
Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Kirkpatrjck: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 155 

1314) 751-3321 

In accordance with Section 125.030, RSMo, we have prepared 
a ballot title for House Joint Resolution No. 8, 79th General 
Assembly. 

The ballot title is: 

Defines lottery to permit games of chance 
where nothing of value is exchanged for 
opportunity to participate or receive 
prize. 

'· 



AlTO~NEY GENERAL 

.2!/1</)' n~/ ~!Z;u_;J·al -~ L///i4aou?'V JOHN ASHCROFT 

JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

July 6, 1977 

Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 
Secretary of State 
State of Missouri 
Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Kirkpatrick: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 156 

13141 751-3321 

In accordance with Section 125.030, RSMo, we have prepared 
the ballot title for Senate Joint Resolution No. 18, 79th 
General Assembly. 

The ballot,title is: 

Provides that redistricting of state sena
torial and representative districts now 
performed by supreme court commissioners 
shall be performed by an appointed com
mission of appellate judges. . 

Very truly yours, 

'· 



s¥/tc'J'Jlc:Y/ ~-!J;-ncJ'a~~ <./gdf~to'P 
JEFFERSON CITY 

JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

June 29, 1977 

OPINION LETTER ~0. 157 

Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 
Secretary of State 
State of Missouri 
Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

I 
! 

Dear Mr. K~rkpatrick: 

In accordance with Section 125.030, RSMo, we have pre
pared a bailot title for Senate Joint Resolution No. 4 of 
the 79th General Assembly. 

! 
The ballot title is: 

Authorizes any county having a population of 
at least 80,000 according to the 1970 U. S. 
census to adopt a charter form of govern
ment. 

\ 

Yours very truly, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 

(314) 751-3321 



.JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 
Secretary of State 
State of Missouri 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Kirkpatrick: 
' 

OPINION LETTER NO. 158 

i 
In accordance with Section 125.030, RSMo, we have pre-

pared the ballot title for Senate Joint Resolution No. 19, 
79th General Assembly. 

The ballot title is: 

Changes state treasurer's duties concerning 
investment of state funds and authorizes 
legislature to require treasurer to perform 
other duties. 

\ 

Yours very truly, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 

(314) 751-3321 



A.lTOHNLY GC~H.RAL 

._r;/;~;)' 1(/:Y/ (-!t1z~rai -r t_//!t'J.u;urv JOHN ASHCROFT 

JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

July 6, 1977 

Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 
Secretary of State 
State of Missouri 
Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Kirkpatrick: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 159 

13141 751·3321 

In accordance with Section 125.030, RSMo, we have prepared 
the ballot title for House Joint Resolution No. 21, 79th General 
Assembly. 

The ballrit title is: 

Permits officers established by contract 
between municipalities or political subdi
visions to issue revenue bonds for utility,· 
industrial and airport purposes when autho
rized by voters. 

Very tru~y yours, 

&~-- a::~c-•-c;-'1/.-
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



JEFFERSOI~ CITY 
JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENEnAL 65101 

September 20, 1977 

Honorable Donald L. Manford 
State Senator, District 8 
112 3 ~'lest 3rd 
Lee's Summit l MisE;our.i. 64 0 6 3 

Dear Senator Manford: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 161 

(314) 751-33?\ 

'I'his opinion let.t.e1:- is issued in response to your reque~3t for 
an official opinion concerning the applicability of Section 546. 
615, RSMo Supp. 1975, to a person who was convicted of an offense 
prior to the amendment of that section in 1971, but whose convic
tion ,;,a~> not affirrned on appeal until aft.er the effecLive date of 
the alrter:tdmen t" 

Subsection 1 of Section 546.615, of course, currently provides 
that a person convicted of a felony in this state 

" . shall receive a.s credi·t tov1ard .ser-
vice of the sentence imposed all time spent 
by him in prison or jail both awaiting trial 
and pending transfer to the division of 
correc·tion~3. " 

Prior to its amendment in 1971, this section provided that the 
granting of credit for jail time was discretionary with the trial 
court. Section 546.615, RSMo 1969. 

As previously noted, your question involves the effect of the 
1971 amendrnent on an individual who was f;entenced prior to the ef·· 
fective date of the amendment but whose conviction was ·not affirnccd 
on appeal until after the effective date of tho amendment. In con
nection with your--:r:·ec:lllC~st, you p1.·ovide l::.he following hypo the tical 
stat~ucnt of facts: 



Honorable Donald L. Mc:mford 

An accused ir:; convicted in Apri.l, 1971, and 
appeals. His conviction becomes final, i.e., 
affirmed on appeal in ,June, 197 2. In the __ _ 
interim, Scctjon 546.615 is revised to pro
vide that credit for jail U.ntc is nm-1 manda-
tory rather than discretionary with the trial 
court. Question: What applicability does 
Section 546.615 have in relation to the con
viction date vs. the date the case is affirmed 
on appeal? 

This question was raised and resolved in State v. Whiteaker, 
499 S.W.2d 412 (Mo. 1973) 1 cert. denied 415 c.s. 949~--9{ s.-CL ---
1472, 39 L.Ed.2d 565 (1974)·.-rn f0hTteaker, the defendant v7o.s 
sent.enced J".Jy the t.rial court in J·anuar·y--;-T9 71 1 prior t:.o the amend·
ment of Section 546-615. However, the case did not become final 
unt.il 197 3 1 wl1en Whi·teakc-'r 1 s convictio.n waf: affirmed on appeal by 
the Missouri Supreme Court. In its opinion, the court held th2t 
Whi t.eak.er \·J:.~s enl.:i tled t.o all the jail tirne he hacl. accurm.::.la.t-.ed even 
though, at the time of sentencing, the granting of such jail time 
was discretionary with the trial court. The court concluded: 

11 This court holds that section 546.615 1 

as amended 1971, is applicable to those 
ca~>es wherein the judgment has not become 
final prior to September 28, 1971, the ef
fective date of section 546.615, as amend-
eeL " s·tab~ v. 1,\Thitscker, _:o.__up1::~ at 
421 

Consequently, since you explain in your hypothetical statement 
of facts that the accused's conviction did not become final until 
June, 1972, Whiteaker would require that the individual receive 
credit for any ]ai-r-time he migh·t have accumulated awaiting trial 
or transportation to the Missouri State Penitentiary. 

We note that although the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Eighth Circuit has ruled tha·t l'1issouri' s refusal to accord full 
retroactive effect to th~ 1971 amendment to Section 564.615 consti
tuteo:> a denial of equal protection, King v, Wyrick, 516 F. 2d 321 
(8th Cir. 1975), the J'llissouri Supreme·-c;.)l1rF-hiis -.=:C-ntinued i.~o adhere 
to its position that Section 564.615, as amended, does not apply to 
individuals whose convictions became final prior ·t:.o September 28, 
1971. In the case of Valentine v. _St~~-~' 541 S.v,1 .. 2d 558 1 5~;9 (Mo. 
Bane 1976), the court said: 

"In 1975 the habeas corpus case of I<ing 
v. vJyr.Lck (8th Cir.) 516 F.2d 321, was de---
cide-cT:--'fherein, although defendant: was held 
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Honorable Donald L. M3nford 

on a first deqree murdf~r cha:r.·qe bail was fixed 
at $8,000 which defendant was unable to give 
because of indigency. When he pleaded guilty 
to murder second, the trial court refused to 
allow credit for jail time on the 12 year 
sentence. The federal appeals court held 
t.hat. the dt.:nial of jail time credit_ deprived 
King of equal protection and ordered that 
the credit be allowed. 

"Obviously, this court does not agree 
with the King decision. In addition to 
other reasc)ns that have been expressed Vle 

have the view that the trial judge in fix-
ing the length of sentence has often con
sidered hL> men taJ 1 thou~rh unannounced 1 

decision not to allow jail credit. In the 
instant ca:3F we t.h:Jnk it. likf:!l'i U1at ·the 
judge considered such Jn his decision to ac
C12pt ·tJ:-1e V<.:'ry lenient :ce.::ommencaLLcn of the 
State of a 12 year sentence for what was, in 
fact, three capital offenses. The Springfield 
District of the Court of Appeals, however, 
evidently considered that it should foll.cw 
the King decision and it accordingly did so, 
wi·thO:ut discus sian 1 in Shepherd, supra, '.rhe 
court in Shepherd V70.S no~n3quired t.o foJ.-
lo--:11 King. -~-See~---Kraus v. Board of Educat.ion 
of c1ty ___ of Jennings;-492--S.h'.2d 783[2] (rvrc:;-:-
1973)-and cases c:L ted therein. It v1as re-
quired to follow the controlling decisions 
of ·this court. Art. V, Sec. 2 1 Ho.Const." 

-·3-

Very truly yours, 

ASHCEOFT 
Attorney General 



PUBLIC SCHOOL RETIREMENT SYSTEM: 
TEACHERS: 

Under the prov~s~ons of 
House Bill 477 of the 79th 
General Assembly, effective 

September 28, 1977, amending Section 169.070, RSMo Supp. 1975, a 
member of the Public School Retirement System of Missouri with 
twenty-five years of creditable service, but less than sixty 
years of age , may retire and draw an actuarially reduced retire
ment allowance and t he spouse named as benef iciary of a member 
who dies before r etirement with twenty-five years of creditable 
service may elect to receive either survivor ship benefits under 
option 1 of Section 169 . 070 as amended or a payment of the 
member's accumulated contributions. 

OPI NION NO. 163 

October 20, 1977 

Mr. Warren M. Black 
Executive Secretary 
Public School Retirement System 
Post Office Box 268 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr . Black: 

Fl LED 
//p3 

This opinion is in response to your question aski ng as 
follows: 

"Under the provisions of Section 169.070 
RSMo as amended by HB 477 , 79th General Assem
bly: 

(1) May a member wi th 25 years of creditable 
service, but less than 60 years of age, retire 
and begin drawing an actuarially reduced retire
ment allowance? 

(2) May the spouse of a member who dies 
before retirement with 25 years of creditable 
service, if named as beneficiary, elect to 
receive Option I benefits in lieu of a refund 
of contributions or a survivor's benefit?" 

We note first of all that House Bill 477 has been approved 
by the Governor and is effective September 28, 1977. 

In order to illustrate the pertinent changes which were 
made by ~ouse Bill 477, we quote from the perfected version of 
the bill, which snows the matter enclosed in brackets which was 



Mr . Warren M. Black 

omitted from the law, and the matter underscored which was 
added to the law. 

Section 169.060, reads in pertinent part: 

"2. On and after the first day of July 
next following the operative date, any mem
ber who is sixty or more years of age, and 
whose creditable service is five years or 
more , or any member whose creditable service 
is thirty years or more and that member has 
obtained fifty-five years of age, may retire 
upon written application to the board of 
trustees and receive the full retirement 
benefits based on his creditable service. 
[On and after the same date any member whose 
creditable service is thirty years or more 
and whose age is less than sixty, may retire 
at a reduced benefit upon written application 
to the board of trustees.]" 

Section 169.070, reads in pertinent part: 

"3. In lieu of the retirement a llowance 
provided either in subsection 1 or in subsec
tion 2, a member whose age at retirement is 
sixty years or more or whose creditable ser
vice is [thirty] twenty-five years or more 
may elect in his application for retirement 
to receive the actuarial equivalent of his 
retirement allowance in reduced monthly pay
ments for life during retirement with the 
provision that 

Option 1. Upon his death the reduced retire
ment allowance shall be continued throughout 
the life of and paid to such person as has 
an insurable interest in the life of the 
member and as the member shall have nominated 
in his election of the option 

OR 

Option 2. Upon his death one-half the re
duced retirement allowance shall be continued 
throughout the life of and paid to such person 
as has an insurable interest in the life of 
the member and as the member shall have nom
inated in his election of the option. 

- 2 -
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The election of option may be made only in 
the application for retirement and such 
application must be filed prior to the date 
on which the retirement of the member is to 
be effective; provided, that if either the 
member or the person nominated to receive 
the survivorship payments dies before the 
e ffective date of retirement, the option 
shall not be effective , except that if the 
member dies after attaining age sixty or after 
acquiring [thirty] twenty-five or more years 
of creditable service and before retirement, 
his spouse, if named as his beneficiary, may 
elect to receive either survivorship benefits 
under option 1 or a payment of his accumulated 
contributions. 

"[4. The retirement allowance of a member 
for early retirement whose age at retirement 
is less than sixty, and whose creditable ser
vice is thirty years or more shall be the 
actuarial equivalent of the allowance to which 
his creditable service would entitle him if 
his age were sixty.]" 

The resulting context is the same as it presently appears 
in the truly agreed to and finally passed bill. 

It is our view that subsection 3 of Section 169.070 clearly 
shows a legislative intent that a member whose creditable service 
is twenty-five years or more may elect in his application for 
retirement to receive the actuarial equivalent of his retire
ment allowance in reduced monthly payments for life and that if 
such a member dies after acquiring twenty-five or more years of 
creditable service before retirement, his spouse, if named as 
his beneficiary, may elect to receive either survivorship bene
fits under option 1 or a payment of the member's accumulated 
contributions. While it would have been better draftrnanship for 
similar appropriate changes to have been made in Section 169.060 
with respect to retirement of a member whose creditable service 
is twenty-five years or more to retire at reduced benefits upon 
written application to the board of trustees, we do not believe 
that such an omission negates the substantive changes made in 
subsection 3 of Section 169.070. In order to give proper effect 
to the legislative intent, subsection 3 of Section 169.070 must 
be read as giving a substantive right to those who have creditable 
service of twenty-five years or more to retire at reduced bene
fits as provided therein, and to permit such member to name his 
spouse as beneficiary authorizing the spouse to elect to receive 
either the survivorship benefits under option 1 or a payment of 
the member's accumulated contributions . 
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We believe the above answers your first question. The second 
question requires the determination of the effect of the failure 
of the legislature to amend a portion of Section 169.075, RSMo 
Supp. 1975, relating to survivor's benefits. That is, the perti
nent portion of Section 169.075, which the legislature did not 
amend, provides: 

'' •.. If the member's death occurs after 
age sixty or with thirty or more yea$of 
creditable service and before retirement, 
the spouse may elect, in lieu of the bene
fit described in this subdivision, to re
ceive a retirement allowance computed as 
the joint survivor allowance designated 
as option 1 in subsection 3 of section 
169.070 in the amount which would have been 
payable if the member had retired as of the 
date of death and at the time selected the 
option 1." 

The question thus is whether the language of Section 169.075, 
which may appear to conflict with those portions of House Bill 
477, which we have quoted, nullifies such conflicting provisions. 
House Bill 477 is, of course, the last legislative statement on 
the subject and therefore its plain language controls over any 
other conflicting provisions such as the provision cited from 
Section 169.075. 

In construing statutes we must proceed upon the theory that 
the legislature intended something by the amendment to the 
statute. St. Charles Building & Loan Ass'n v. Webb, 229 S.W.2d 
577 (Mo. 1950). Thus, where the spouse has been designated as 
the beneficiary under subsection 3 of Section 169.070 of House 
Bill 477, the spouse may elect to receive either survivorship 
benefits under option 1 of such section or a payment of a mem
ber's accumulated contributions despite the quoted provisions 
of Section 169.075, which may indicate the contrary. Additionally, 
this interpretation appears to be consistent with the rule of 
construction in Williams v. Board of Trustees of the Public School 
Retirement System, 500 S.W.2d 31 (K.C.Mo.App. 1973) in which the 
court stated that it is a recognized rule of construction that 
pension provisions shall be liberally construed in favor of 
the applicant. 

Therefore, in answer to your second question, to the extent 
that there is any conflict between a provision of Section 169.075 
a nd the quoted provisions of Section 169.070, as amended, the 
latter controls. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that under the provisions 
of House Bill 477 of the 79th General Assembly, effective Septem
ber 28, 1977, amending Section 169.070, RSMo Supp. 1975, a member 
of the Public School Retirement System of Missouri with twenty
five years of creditable service, but less than sixty years of 
age, may retire and draw an actuarially reduced retirement allow
ance and the spouse named as beneficiary of a member who dies 
before retirement with twenty-five years of creditable service 
may elect to receive either survivorship benefits under option 1 
of Section 169 .070 as amended or a payment of the member's 
accumulated contributions . 

The forego i ng opi nion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant , John C. Klaffenbach. 

Very truly yours, 

t!~:;ROFT 
Attorney General 
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.JOHN ASHCROFT 

.JEFFERSON CITY 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

August 23, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 164 

Honorable Frank Bild 
State Senator, 15th District 
7 Meppen Court 
St. Louis, Missouri 63128 

Dear Senator Bild: 

This letter is in response to your question asking: 

"If the voters of a fire protection district 
have already approved a proposition to pro
vide emergency ambulance service within its 
district, and to levy a tax not to exceed five 
cents on the one hundred dollars assessed 
valuation to be used exclusively to supply 
funds for the operation of an emergency ambu
lance service, as provided in Section 321.255 
RSMo, 1969, may such a fire protection dis
trict be authorized to increase the tax levy, 
not to exceed fifteen cents on the one hun
dred dollar assessed valuation, without 
further approval of the voters, as provided 
in SCS HS HB 216 and passed by the 79th Gen
eral Assembly, 1977? 11 

Section 321.225, SCSHSHB No. 216, 79th General Assembly, 
as amended and effective September 28, 1977, provides: 

11 1. A fire protection district may, in 
addition to its other powers and duties, 
provide emergency ambulance service within 

(314) 751-332: 



Senator Frank Bild 

its district if a majority of the voters 
voting thereon approve a proposition to fur
nish such service and to levy a tax not to 
exceed fifteen cents on the one hundred dollars 
assessed valuation to be used exclusively to 
supply funds for the operation of an emerger,~· 
ambulance service. The district shall exercise 
the same powers and duties in operating an 
emergency ambulance service as it does in 
operating its fire protection service. 

"2. The proposition to furnish emergency 
ambulance service may be submitted by the boc:.:::-d 
of directors at the next annual election of -:.:-~e 
members of the board or at a special electio~ 
called for the purpose, or upon petition by 
five hundred duly qualified electors of such 
district. A separate ballot containing the 
question shall read as follows: · 

Shall the board of directors of . 
Fire Protection District be authorized to pr~
vide emergency ambulance service within the 
district and be authorized to levy a tax not 
to exceed fifteen cents on the one hundred 
dollars assessed valuation to provide funds 
for such services? 

D 

D 

For emergency ambulance service and 
the levy 

Against emergency ambulance service aL~ 
the levy 

(Place an X in the square opposite the one 
for which you wish to vote.) 

If a majority of the qualified voters castin~ 
votes thereon be in favor of emergency ambu-
lance service and the levy, the district shall 
forthwith commence such service. 

"3. As used in this section 'emergency' 
means a situation resulting from a sudden or 
unforeseen situation or occurrence that req~~=es 
immediate action to save life or prevent suf::'er
ing or disability ... 
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The only change the legislature made in this section was 
to raise the maximum levy, which the voters can authorize, from 
five cents to fifteen cents. This required changes in the first 
paragraph with respect to the authorization to make the levy, and 
also in the second paragraph with respect to the proposition to be 
voted on by the voters. 

We find no case authority in Missouri which is directly in 
point. However, there are several rules of construction which 
must be taken into consideration. Statutes which are not ambig
uous do not require interpretation. However, if interpretation 
is required the legislative intent must be determined and if at 
all possible the statutes must be given prospective operation. 
See V.A.M.S. Construction of Statutes, Chapter 1. We believe 
that the statute is unambiguous, clearly reflects the legisla
tive intent and is prospective in operation. 

We think that it is beyond doubt that if the voters have 
authorized a tax levy not to exceed five cents on the one hun
dred dollars assessed valuation the five cent maximum limitation 
remains until the voters raise such limitation to the amount 
authorized by amended Section 321.225. Therefore, if it is 
desired to raise the maximum pursuant to the amended section, 
the question must be submitted to the voters for their approval. 

Very truly yours, 

Q~~ u~4 ~~~ ~;!--_ 
LJ:~ ASHCROF~ . ·~ ~~~~ 

Attorney General 
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August 9, 1977 

Hr. Lowell McCuskey 
Prosecuting Attorney of 

Osage County 
P . O. llox L 
Linn, l1i ssouri 65051 

Dear Hr. l'tcCusk.ey : 

OPINION LETTER NO . 165 

Fl 
/ loS 

This l etter is in response to your q uestion ask ing : 

"A conveyance of a b urying g round or 
c erne t e ry h as been made to t he County Court 
under t he p rovisions of Section 214 . 090 . 
Can t he Co .. mty Court convey the b urying 
ground or ce~aetery to a not-for-profit 
corporation incorporated for t he purpose 
of r e ceiving and investing funds for the 
upkeep of ·t he burying ground or cemetery." 

You also state: 

"A conve yance of a b urying g round or 
c emetery v1as made many years ago to the 
County Court under t he p rovi s ions of 
current section 214 . 090 RSMo . A g roup 
o f inte r es ted individuals have formed 
a not-for-profit corporation for the pur
pose of r e ceiviny and inves ting funds for 
t he upkeep of t he b urying g round or ceme
t ery . The not-for-profit corporation h as 
r equest ed t he County Court to make a con
veyance of t he b urying g r ound or cemetery 
to the not-for-p rofit corporation ." 

Section 214 . 090 , RSMo provides : 



l'ir . Lowell McCus}~ey 

"Any person desirous of securing 
fami l y burying ground or cemetery on 
his or her lands, may convey to the 
county court of the county in which the 
land lies any quantity of land not ex
ceeding one acre , in trust for the purpose 
above uentioned , t he deed for \'lhich to 
be recorded within sixty days after t he 
conveyance; and such g rounds, wnen so 
conveyed , shall be held in perpetuity 
as burying grounds or cemeteries for the 
use and benefit of the family and descen
dants of the person making such convey
ance ." 

This section expr ess l y states that t he land may be conveyed 
to the county court and that such l and will be held in perpetuity 
as burying grounds . We fin<l no authority for t he county court 
to convey this land to a p rivate not-for-profit corpor ati on. The 
general rule of law expr essed in Walker v . Linn County , 72 Mo . 
650 (1 880 ) i s that a county court is vested wi th such powers only 
with reference to management of the affairs of the property and 
business of t he county as are expr essl y conferred on it by stat
ute or as may be fairly or necessarily i mp lied from those powers 
expressly granted . In t his case , in the absence of legislative 
authority it seems clear t hat t he county court has no authority 
to convey such property. Although an incorporated cemetery com
pany is authorized to r e ceive grants and bequests in trust with 
respect to suclt property under Section 214.130, RSMo, the com
pany is not g ranted t he power by such section to r eceive such 
land from the county court. 

Very truly yours , 

John Ashcroft 
Attorney General 
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ELECTIONS: 
PRIMARIES: 
CANDIDATES: 

Declarations of candidacy for the 
1978 primary election filed after 
the date of the 1976 November gen
eral election (November 2, 1976) 
and on or before the last Tuesday 
in April, 1978, are valid declara
tions of candidacy. 

OPINION NO. 166 

September 27, 1977 

Mr . C. E. Hamilton, Jr. 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Callaway County, Courthouse 
Fulton, Missouri 65251 

Dear Mr . Hamilton: 

Fl LED 

/66 

You have asked for an official opinion of this offfice on 
the following question: 

"Is a declaration of candidacy filed prior 
to the second Tuesday in January 1978 for 
the 1978 primary election a valid declara
tion or must all declarations of candidacy 
for the 1978 primary election be made after 
8 : 00 A.M. on the second Tuesday in January, 
1978? " 

The Comprehensive Election Act of 1977 (House Bill No . 101, 
79th General Assembly, approved by the Governor July 28, 1977, 
effective January 1, 1978) contains in § 10 . 100 the follow~ng 
provisions relative to when declarations of candidacy shall be 
filed: 

"1 . Except as otherwise provided in sec
tions 10.123 through 10 . 155 , no candidate ' s 
name shall be printed on any official primary 
ballot unless the candidate has filed a writ
ten declaration of candidacy in the office of 
the appropriate election official by 5 : 00 p.m. 
on the last Tuesday in April immediately pre
ceding the primary election. 

"2 . Except declarations filed for nomina
tion in the 1978 primary election before 8:00 
a . m. on the second Tuesday in January, 1978, 
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no declaration of candidacy for nomination 
in a primary election shall be accepted for 
filing prior to 8:00 a . m. on the second 
Tuesday in January immediately preceding the 
primary election." 

Subsection 1, setting forth the latest time for filing a 
declaration of candidacy, is carried over without change in sub
stance from existing law. See § 120.340, RSMo Supp . 1975. Hmv
ever, subsection 2, setting forth the earliest time for filing 
a declaration of candidacy, has no counterpart or equivalent in 
existing law. An opinion of the Attorney General, No. 38, Decem
ber 20, 1961, Hearnes, concluded that in the absence of such an 
express statutory provision, the last general election preceding 
a primary election would mark the earliest date that declarations 
of candidacy could be filed. In light of the enactment of 
§ 10 .100.2 in the Comprehensive Election Act of 1977, we are 
now withdrawing the 1961 opinion. 

Subsection 2 of § 10 . 100 appeared as follows in House Bill 
No . 101 as pre-filed on December 1, 1976: 

" . .. no declaration of candidacy for nomi
nation in a primary election shall be accepted 
for filing prior to 8:00 a . m. on the second 
Tuesday in January immediately preceding the 
primary election." 

The language excepting a declaration of candidacy filed before 
January 8, 1978, for the 1978 primary was added during the legis
lative deliberations on the bill and makes manifest the legisla 
tive intention that the statutory limitation on the time for filing 
declaration of candidacy is not applicable to filing of declara
tions of candidacy for the 1978 primary. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that declarations of candi
dacy for the 1978 primary election filed after the date of the 
1976 November general e l ection (November 2, 1976} and on or before 
the last Tuesday in April, 1978, are valid declarations of 
candidacy . 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Lauren R. Wood. 

Very truly yours. 

~~~~ U HN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



LEGISLATORS: Section 19 of Article III of the 
Missouri Constitution, which excepts 
members of the Missouri General 
Assembly from arrest during a 

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW: 
ARREST: 

session of the Assembly, and 15 days prior to and after such 
session, does not apply to arrests which are criminal in nature 
and such legislators may be arrested during such sessions for 
criminal or ordinance violations. 

OPINION NO. 169 

August 12, 1977 

Honorable Ralph Uthlaut, Jr. 
State Senator, 23rd District 
Rural Route 1 
New Florence, Missouri 63363 

Dear Senator Uthlaut: 

FILED 

)6 9 

This opinion is in response to your question asking: 

"Can a member of the Missouri Legislature be 
arrested for speeding, drunken driving, and 
other misdemeanors, (1) during a session of 
the Missouri General Assembly, including the 
15 day period prior to and after the session; 
and (2) at any other time when the legisla
ture is not in session, even if the alleged 
occurred during a previous legislative 
session." 

Section 19, Article III of the Missouri Constitution, provides: 

"Senators and representatives shall, in 
all cases except treason, felony, or breach 
of the peace, be privileged from arrest dur
ing the session of the general assembly, and 
for the fifteen days next before the commence
ment and after the termination of each session; 
and they shall not be questioned for any speech 
or debate in either house in any other place." 

We note parenthetically that similar provisions are in the 
Missouri Constitution, Section 4, Article VIII, respecting voters, 
in Section 111.251, RSMo, respecting judges, clerks and voters, 
and in Section 491.220, RSMo, respecting witnesses. Compare 



Senator Ralph Uthlaut, Jr. 

Section 41.680 , RSMo , respecting the militia, Section 544.230, 
RSMo, officers transportating prisoners, and Secti on 491 . 430, 
RSMo, witness uniform attendance law . 

In our Opinion No . 19 , dated April 8, 1953 to Representatives 
Corn and Bryant, this office concluded that members of the General 
Assembly are privileged from arrest except for cases of treason, 
felony or breach of the peace during the session of the General 
Assembly and for the 15 days before the commencement and after 
the termination of each session. In that opinion we gave the 
phrase "breach of the peace" a narrow meaning which excluded 
"speeding" and ''running a stop light" offenses. In addition it 
is stated in 12 Arn.Jur . 2d Breach of the Peace , Etc . §4 , that there 
is authori ty for the view that not every misdemeanor is a breach 
of the peace , and that it is essential to show, as an e l ement of 
the offense, a disturbance of public order and tranquility by 
acts or conduct not merel y a mounting to unlawfulness , but tending 
also to create public tumult and inci te others to break the peace. 
However , we are presently of the view that the narrow definition 
of "breach of the peace" expressed in our 1953 opi nion is no 
longer consistent with the weight of l egal authority. Therefore, 
in view of the evolving legal authority cited below , the 1 953 
opinion is hereby withdrawn. 

The text of 12 Arn . Jur.2d §4 , cited above , recognizes the 
fact that in some cases the term "breach of the peace" is given 
a very comprehensive scope, so that it incl udes all violations 
of any law enacted to preserve peace and order, or all viola
tions of public peace or order. As authority this reference 
source cites as follows: 

"6. Miles v . State , 30 Okla Crirn 302, 236 P 
57, 44 ALR 129; State v. Christie, 97 Vt 461 , 
123 A 849, 34 ALR 5 77. See also Akron v . Mingo, 
169 Ohio St 511 , 9 Ohio Ops 2d 7, 160 NE2d 225, 
74 ALR2d 585, holding that 'breach of the peace,' 
as employed in a statute excluding cases of a 
breach of the peace from the privilege from 
arrest otherwi se granted to parties returning 
from court, embraces all criminal offenses, so 
that a defendant returning horne after being 
discharged on a charge of driving while intoxi
cated was not immune from arrest for driving 
without a license and going through a red light." 

A second source of general reference, Words and Phrases 
Volume 42A, Treason, Felony , and Breach of the Peace, 34- 35 , 
states: 

- 2 -



Senator Ralph Uthlaut, Jr. 

"All criminal offenses are comprehended by 
the terms 'treason, felony, and breach of 
the peace,' as used in U.S.C.A.Const. art.l, 
§ 6, cl. 1, excepting these cases from the 
operation of the privilege from arrest therein 
conferred upon Senators and Representatives 
during their attendance at the sessions of 
their respective houses, and in going to and 
returning from the same. Williamson v. U.S., 
28 S.Ct. 163, 166, 207 U.S. 425, 52 L.Ed. 278. 

"Words ' treason, felony or other crime' in 
u.s.c.A . Const. art. 4, § 2, subsec. 2, desig
nating such offenses as extraditable offenses, 
include every offense made punishable by laws 
of state where committed from highest to 
lowest, including misdemeanors, statutory 
crimes , and acts made crimes by statute at 
any time after adoption of Federal Constitu
tion and enactment of extradition law. State 
v. Taylor, 22 S.W.2d 222, 224, 160 Tenn. 44." 

A third source of general authority can be found at Scurlock, 
Arrest in Missouri, 29 u. Kansas City Law Review, 117 (1961). 
At pages 131-133, Professor Scurlock states: 

" •. . The uncertainty lies in the meaning 
of the words 'breach of the peace.' They can 
signify a disturbance of the public tranquility 
as in the misdemeanor of disturbing the peace 
but they may be taken also in a broader sense. 
The United States Supreme Court has given to 
the phrase in the Federal Constitution the 
significance of public offense so that the 
whole exemption must be read: except treason, 
felony and misdemeanor--thus confining the 
immunity to civil arrest. [Williamson v. United 
States, 207 U.S. 425 (1907)]. This accords 
with the English interpretation of the ' Immu
nity of Parliament' from which the legislators' 
immunity is derived and gives to 'breach of 
the peace' much the same meaning as the contra 
pacem domini regis of the common law ind1ctment . 
Since an ordinance violation is also a public 
offense, although prosecution of the offense 
is in the nature of a civil proceeding, no 
immunity should exist in respect to such an 
arrest either. [See :n re Emmett, 120 Calif. 
App. 349, 7 P.2d 1096 (1932) sustaining the 
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arrest of a state legislator for crossing a 
street against the traffic in violation of an 
ordinance .] The Missouri Supreme Court has 
not interpreted the phrase ' breach of the 
peace ' in the Missouri Constitution and stat
utes, but it may be safely assumed that court 
will not deviate from the United States Supreme 
Court's construction . In Schwartz v. Dutro, 
[298 s.w. 769 (Mo . 1927)] in considering the 
immunity from arrest of a suitor, which is 
not covered by the statute, the Missouri Su
preme Court quoted from Ruling Case Law to 
the effect that the immunity of witnesses 
and parties exists only as to arrest on civil 
process . There is no reason to believe that 
' breach of the peace' does not have the same 
meaning in each of the contexts in which it 
is used." 

In the Missouri case of Schwartz v. Dutro, 298 S . W. 769 (Mo . 
1927), a case involving the privilege of witnesses under Section 
491.220, RSMo, which is cited by Professor Scurlock , the Missouri 
Supreme Court stated at l.c. 771 : 

" . The cases of Person v. Grier, 66 N. Y. 
124, 23 Am.Rep . 35, and In re Healey, 53 Vt. 
695, 38 Am.Rep. 713, are also distinguishable 
from the case in hand by the fact that the priv
ilege there allowed was freedom from service 
of civil process and not immunity from criminal 
arrest. This distinction is generally recog
nized , and is well stated in 2 R. C.L . 479, thus : 

"' Parties and witnesses attending in good 
faith any legal tribunal which has power to 
pass upon the rights of the persons attending 
its sessions are privileged from arrest on 
civil process during their attendance and for 
a reasonable time in going and returning; but 
the exemption exists only as to arrest on civil 
process , and the courts do not recognize any 
similar privilege from arrest on a criminal 
charge.'" 

The case which has been most frequently cited for the hold-
ing that the terminology in question covers all crimes is Williamson 
v . United States , 207 U.S . 425, 28 S . Ct. 163, 52 L . Ed . 278 (1908) 
in which the United States Supreme Court held that the words "trea
son , felony and breach of the peace" as used in Section 6 of Arti
cle I of the United States Constitution with respect to congres
sional immunity confined the privilege to arrest in civil case3·. 
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I 

That case is cited with consistency by the courts dealing with 
various constitutional and statutory provisions. 

Recently, in People v. Flinn, 362 N.E.2d 3 (1977) the Appel
late Court of Illinois , Fifth District, upheld the conviction of 
a state legislator who was ticketed by a state highway patrolman 
for speeding while returning horne from legislative business . The 
court found the legislator guilty of a breach of the peace within 
a similar constitutional provision exempting legislators from 
arrest . The court held that the limiting clause " treason , felony 
or breach of the peace " has its roots in English legal history 
where it was used to express an exception to the parliamentary 
privilege from arrest so as to exclude from the operation of that 
privilege all criminal arrests. Therefore , the court concluded 
that traffic violations fall within the phrase "breach of the 
peace" since such violations lead to disorder and endanger the 
lives and security of the people of the state. 

In reaching this conclusion the Illinois Court, after quoting 
the Constitution of the United States which contains an analogous 
provision, stated: 

" . •. Cases interpreting the exception have 
held that the framers of the United States 
Constitution intended to exclude all crimes 
from the protection afforded by the privilege. 
(Williamson v . United States (1908), 207 U.S. 
425 , 28 S.Ct . 163, 52 L . Ed . 278; Long v. Ansell 
( 19 3 4 ) I 2 9 3 u . s . 7 6 I 55 s . c t . 21 I 7 9 L . Ed . 2 0 8 ; 
see also United States v. Brewster (1972), 408 
U.S. 501, 92 S.Ct . 2531, 33 L . Ed.2d 507.) Cases 
construing analogous language in state consti
tutions have also held that the exception effects 
an exclusion of all crimes from operation of 
the privilege. See Swope v. Commonwealth (Ky. 
1964), 385 S.W.2d 57; Ex parte Emmett (1932), 
120 Cal . App. 349, 7 P . 2d 1096." 

As noted above, the Illinois Court relied upon the holdings 
of the United States Supreme Court, the Court of Appeals of 
Kentucky and of the District Court of Appeals, Third District 
of California for the conclusion that the exception of " treason, 
felony, breach of the peace", the parliamentary privilege from 
arrest enjoyed under the Constitution by members of the General 
Assembly, excludes all crimes from the operation of the privilege . 

In Ex parte Emmett, 7 P.2d 1096 (1932), the District Court 
of Appeals , Third District of California, considered the arrest 
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of a legislator who resisted arrest for a traffic violation on 
the grounds that he was not subject to such arrest under the 
state constitution. Although the legislator resisted the arrest 
on the basis of his purported constitutional privilege , the charge 
that was brought against him was for battery. The case is note
worthy not only for its principal holding, which we have stated, 
but also because the court held that the violation of a city 
traffic ordinance was a public offense. This case thus formed 
the basis for the statement made by Professor Scurlock in his 
article quoted above, that an ordinance violation is also a pub
lic offense , and although prosecution of the offense is in the 
nature of a civil proceeding, no immunity should exist. 

Likewise, in City of Akron v. Mingo , 160 N. E . 2d 225 (1959), 
noted above, in which the appellant was convicted in municipal 
court on a charge of driving an automobile through a red light 
and for not having a driver ' s license , the Supreme Court of 
Ohio held that similar Ohio statutes granting privilege from 
arrest to parties , witnesses, attorneys and certain other officers 
of the court , while going to, attending, or returning from court , 
granted only privilege from civil arrest and not privilege from 
arrest for crimes or misdemeanors . 

Also, in State v . Murray, 205 A . 2d 29 (1964), the Supreme Court 
of New Hampshire held that where a national guardsman was stopped 
by a police officer and issued a summons to appear before muni
cipal court to answer a speeding charge, there was no "arrest" 
within the New Hampshire statutes giving national guardsmen 
privilege from arrest and therefore the prosecution for speeding 
was not subject to dismissal . The statute in that instance pro
vided that members of the national guard were, except for treason , 
felony and breach of the peace , privileged from arrest and impris
onment while under orders in the active service of the state from 
the date of the issuing of such orders to the time when such ser
vice ceases or while going to , remaining at , or returning from any 
place of which the guardsmen may be required to attend military 
duty . The court also found there was no arrest in view of the 
fact that the guardsman was not taken into custody but was merely 
issued a sununons . The definition of arrest as set out in the 
New Hampshire statutes followed the usual meaning of the term, 
similar to the definition of arrest in Missouri , Section 544 . 180 , 
RSMo , in that it constitutes the taking of a person into custody 
in order that he may be forthcoming to answer for a commission of 
a crime . As we indicated, however, the charge was based on a 
municipal ordinance violation and not a state misdemeanor vio
lation, but was nevertheless found to be within the scope of 
the exception to the privilege. The court stated that it failed 
to see how the action taken by the officer and the fact that 
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defendant was required to answer to a speeding charge at a later 
date would result in interference with his duties as a national 
guardsman. 

In Edwards v . District of Columbia, 68 A. 2d 286 (1949) the 
Municipal Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia held that 
the District of Columbia Code providing that no person on the 
Lord ' s Day shall serve or execute or cause to be served or executed 
a writ , process, warrant, order, judgment or decree, except in 
cases of treason, felony or breach of the peace, does not pro
hibit service of execution of writs and processes on Sunday in 
criminal cases . See also , Commonwealth v . Magaro , 103 A. 2d 449 
(1954) in which the Superior Court of Pennsylvania reached a 
similar conclusion. 

It is our view that the clear preponderance of legal authority 
compels and requires us to conclude that a member of the Missouri 
Legislature is not privileged from criminal arrest under the pro
visions of Section 19 of Article III of the Missouri Constitution . 
The authority cited above compels this conclusion notwithstanding 
our deep concern that no legislator ever be impeded in his efforts 
to attend a legislative session. We conclude also, that although 
a prosecution for a violation of a city ordinance is not a crimi
nal proceeding but a civil one in Missouri and in many other 
states, the weight of authority indicates that Missouri legisla
tors are not privileged from arrest under Section 19 , Article III 
for ordinance violations since ordinance violations are clearly 
offenses against the public . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that Section 19 of Article 
III of the Missouri Constitution, which excepts members of the 
Missouri General Assembly from arrest during a session of the 
Assembl y , and 15 days prior to and after such session, does not 
apply to arrests which are criminal in nature and such legisla
tors may be arrested during such sessions for criminal or 
ordinance violati ons. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach. 

yours, 

Attorney General 
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~m~zj}P :!fcn~N~r/IA:/ J~1o~M~ 
.JEFFERSON CITY 

.JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNE:Y GE:NE:RAL 65101 

September 27, 1977 

Honorable Dotty Doll 
Representative, District 29 
5400 Rockhill Road 
Kansas City, Missouri 64110 

Dear Representative Doll: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 172 

(314) 751-3321 

You have requested an official opinion of this office on 
the following question: 

"Does Missouri's Safety Glazing Act, 701.010 
et seq. RSMo apply to 'jalousie' doors and 
is Missouri pre-empted from enforcing this 
law as to 'jalousie' doors by reason of 
conflicting Federal regulations?" 

The Missouri law to which you refer and which became effec
tive on January 1, 1977, states in material part: 

"It is unlawful for any person, firm, or 
corporation to sell or offer to sell for use 
in this state any sliding glass doors, includ
ing both fixed and closed panels, storm doors, 
shower doors, bathtub enclosures, interior and 
exterior framed or unframed glass entrance 
or exit doors made of material other than 
safety glazing material ... " 
§ 701.015.3, RSMo Supp. 1976. 

Safety glazing material is that ". . which is so constructed, 
treated or combined with other materials as to minimize the like
lihood of cutting and piercing injuries resulting from human con
tact with the glazing material. 11 §701. 010 (2) . 



Honorable Dotty Doll 

Violation of the law is declared a misdemeanor. § 701.020. 
The law does not assign responsibility for its enforcement to 
any particular state agency nor provide for the adoption of imple
menting rules and regulations. 

It would seem that a jalousie door is included within the 
broad descriptive language "interior and exterior framed or 
unframed glass entrance or exit doors" and is thus subject to 
the Missouri law. The Consumer Product Safety Act, 15 U.S.C.A. 
§§ 2051, et seq. (1972) contains these provisions: 

"(a) The Congress finds that-~ 

* * *' 

(4) control by State and local governments 
of unreasonable risks of injury associated 
with consumer products is inadequate and 
may be burdensome to manufacturers; 

* * * 
(6) regulation of consumer products the 
distribution or use of which affects inter
state or foreign commerce is necessary 
to carry out this chapter. 

* * * 
"(b) The purposes of this chapter are--

* * * 
(3) to develop uniform safety standards 
for consumer products and to minimize con
flicting State and local regulations; 
•.. " 15 u.s.c.A. § 2051. 

"(a) ... (1) The term 'consumer product' 
means any article, or component part thereof, 
produced or distributed (i) for sale to a 
consumer for use in or around a permanent 
or temporary household or residence, a school, 
in recreation, or otherwise, or (ii) for the 
personal use, consumption or enjoyment of a 
consumer in or around a permanent or temporary 
household or residence, a school, in recreation, 
or otherwise; ..• " 15 u.s.C.A. § 2052. 
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Honorable Dotty Doll 

"(a) The [Consumer Product Safety] Commission 
may by rule, ... promulgate consumer product 
safety standards. " 
15 U.S.C.A. § 2056. 

"(a) It shall be·unlawful for any person to--

(1) manufacture for sale, offer for sale, 
distribute in commerce, or import into the 
United States any consumer product which is 
not in conformity with an applicable con
sumer product safety standard under this 
chapter;" 
15 u.s.c.A. § 2068. 

"(a) Whenever a consumer product safety stan
dard under this chapter is in effect and 
applies to a risk of injury associated vli th 
a consumer product, no State or political 
subdivision of a State shall have any author
ity either to establish or to continue in 
effect any provision of a safety standard 
or regulation which prescribes any require
ments as to the performance, composition, 
contents, design, finish, construction, pack
aging, or labeling of such product which are 
designed to deal with the same risk of injury 
associated with such consumer product, unless 
such requirements are identical to the require
ments of the Federal standard." 
15 u.s.c.A. § 2075. 

The Consumer Product Safety Commission has adopted a stan
dard for glazing materials manufactured after July 6, 1977. 
16 C.F.R., Part 1201. The safety requirements imposed by this 
standard relate to glazing materials in: 

(1) Storm doors or combination doors . 

. {2) Doors. 

(3) Bathtub doors and enclosures. 

(4) Shower doors and enclosures. 

(5) Glazed panels. 

(6) Sliding glass doors (patio-type). 
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Honorable Dotty Doll 

The standard specifically exempts, among other things, the 
operating vents or louvers of jalousie doors from its requirements. 
16 C.F.R. § 1201.1. 

The reasons given by the Commission for this exemption appear 
to be that the increased cost of the product would not be justi
fied by the safety benefit to the consuming public resulting from 
imposition of the requirements of the standard. 42 Federal 
Regis~er 1431 (January 6, 1977). The Commission also expressed 
the view 11 that the preemption provisions of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act [15 u.s.C.A. § 2075(a)J would not apply to those pro
ducts exempted from the scope of this standard by§ 120l.l(c) ." 
42 Federal Register 1440. 

Because of the (:onsumer Product Safety Commission's position 
that there is no Federal preemption of state regulation of consumer 
products that it has exempted from its glazing materials safety 
standard, it is our view that the safety requirements of §§ 701. 
010-701.020, RSMo Supp. 1976 are in force and effect as to glazing 
materials in jalousie doors sold or offered for sale in this 
state after January 1, 1977. 

Very truly yours, 

&:::FTc£~~--~--~ 
Attorney General 
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~~~~u;JP !lmzoFa/ ~/ ._/(l'ddott7tP 
.JOHN ASHCROFT 

.JEFFERSON CITY 

ATTORNE:Y GE:NERAL 65101 

September 27~ 1977 

Honorable Wendell Bailey 
State Representative, District 152 
312 East Fourth Street 
Willow Springs, Missouri 65587 

Dear Representative Bailey: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 173 

(314) 751-3321 

This is in response to your request for an opinion which 
reads as follows: 

"On June 2, 1977, the State Board of Educa
tion, through arbitration as authorized by 
Section 162.431 RSMo., detached a certain 
tract of land from Fairview R XI district 
of Howell County and attached this tract 
of land to the West Plains R VII school 
district. 

"Which of these school districts should 
receive the school tax moneys collected on 
real and personal property for the current 
FY 77-78 school year?" 

The answer to your question depends on, (1) when the boundary 
change became effective, and (2) when the 1977-1978 school taxes 
were validly levied. 

According to Section 162.431.4, RSMo Supp. 1975, when a 
board of arbitration decides that the boundaries of the school 
districts shall be changed, the chairman of the board of arbi
tration transmits the decision to the secretary of each district 



Honorable Wendell Bailey 

affected who enters a decision upon the records of his district. 
The statute provides that the boundaries "shall thereafter be 
in accordance with the decision of the board of arbitration." 
[Here the secretary of each district was notified of the deci
sion on June 2, 1977. Therefore, the boundary change became 
effective as of that date.] 

The statutory procedure for levying school taxes requires 
the school board to prepare an estimate of the tax rate required 
to produce the amount of money needed for the ensuing school year 
and .to forward the estimate to the county clerk on or before 
July 15. Section 164.011, RSMo Supp. 1975. The clerk then 
extends the amount so returned against all taxable property in 
the district. Section 164.041, RSMo Supp. 1976. In the present 
case the West Plains R-VII School District certified its levy 
to the clerk July 13, 1977, and Fairview R-XI certified its 
levy July 15, 1977. 

Where the boundary change becomes effective before the taxes 
are levied and assessed, the words of the statute entitle the 
annexing district to levy at its rate and collect the taxes 
from the tract. 

Prior Attorney General Opinion No. 96, March 22, 1956, 
Wheeler, provides support for this conclusion. That opinion 
discussed the scope of the rights and duties of the old and 
new school districts in a situation where extension of city 
limits changed the boundaries of a school district. Although 
the statute there being construed provided that the change 
would not take effect until the following July, the opinion 
concluded that the intention of the legislature in providing 
for the effective date of July 1, was: 

" ••• that in the conduct of the schools 
the districts should continue as they are 
for the current year and in the transaction 
of the current year's business, but as far 
as preparation for the coming school year 
and the adjustment and apportionment of the 
property and obligations of the several dis
tricts, the change in boundaries should be 
considered in effect as of the date of the 
vote or decree extending the boundaries of 
the city or town." 

Therefore, it is our view that when a parcel of land is 
transferred from one school district to another and the boundary 
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Honorable Wendell Bailey 

change becomes effective before the school taxes for the ensuing 
year have been validly levied and assessed, the annexing district 
is entitled to apply its tax rate to and collect the taxes on 
the annexed tract. 

Very truly yours, 

~~~ UoHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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dzto/(ne;r :!Je7ze7(cu{/o/ A~Awu~. 
JEFFERSON CITY 

JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

December 13, 1977 

Honorable Garnett A. Kelly 
Representative, District 143 
Route 2 
Norwood, Missouri 63261 

Dear Representative Kelly: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 174 

4 

(314) 751-3321 

This letter is in response to your question asking as follows: 

"Under the terms and conditions of House Bill 
224 as passed by the 1st Regular Session of 
the 79th General Assembly, does the City of 
Mountain Grove, Mo., have any legal right to 
sell any of the buildings on said property?" 

The legislation to which you refer was effective September 28, 
1977. It authorizes the Governor to convey to the City of Mountain 
Grove of Wright Coun·ty, Missouri, "for public use," title to cer
tain lands consisting of property formerly occupied by the State 
Poultry Experiment Station described particularly therein. 

Section 2 of the bill provides: 

"The instrument of conveyance shall contain 
a reversionary clause providing that in the 
event that the city of ;:v1cuntain Grove no 
longer desires to utilize or hold title to 
such property, the city shall not be per
mitted to convey title to any third party 
and the title shall then revert to and vest 
in the governor of the state of Missouri. 11 



Honorable Garnett A. Kelly 

An instrument of conveyance drawn to meet the requirements of 
the bill would create a defeasible fee. 

We understand from the city attorney, Mr. John W. Bruffett, 
of Ava, Missouri, that there are about twenty-seven buildings 
which are to be razed, such buildings largely being approximately 
12 x 12 feet square with generally sloping roofs and on concrete 
slab foundations. We understand that these buildings were formerly 
used as poultry experimental buildings. We have in our file four 
pictures each being identified and marked as exhibits. We under
stand such pictures are representative of the buildings which 
are to be razed. 

We further understand that it is the city's desire that the 
buildings be auctioned on the site of the·real estate where now 
located and that hopefully enough money will be received from 
the sale of the buildings to recover the cost of removing the 
concrete slab foundations of some of the buildings. 

We further understand that the primary reason for removing 
the structures as described is to provide the best possible usage 
of the real estate and that it is the goal of the city that. part 
of the land will be available for rent to a private not for profit 
corporation whidh will construct a nursing home serving a wide 
area of Missouri and Arkansas and that the removal of the struc
tures described will permit better usage of the land for park-
ing and storage areas. The expected proceeds from the sale are 
relatively small and presumably it will cost the city as much as 
received from the sale or more to dispose of the buildings' concrete 
slabs. It is argued by the city that the city will never utilize 
the buildings in the poultry business and that the removal of the 
buildings will provide for maximun present and future utilization 
of the real estate, that the value of the land will be increased 
by the removal of the buildings and that the increase in the value 
of the real estate will increase the value of the estate remaining 
in the State of Missouri. 

From the facts presented to us, we believe it is unnecessary 
to determine whether or not the removal of the buildings will 
constitute waste or whether or not waste as respects this prop
erty would cause a reverter or simply be the subject of a suit 
for monetary damages. 

We believe that the removal of the buildings, as described, 
would be acceptable and in accordance with the legislative intent 
in enacting House Bill 224; and, therefore, we see no conflict 
between the proposed action of the city in removing and selling 
these buildings and the legislative purpose in restricting the 
use of the property. 
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Honorable Garnett A. Kelly 

There is, however, a question which is raised by the state
ment that the city apparently intends that other buildings on 
the land will be available for rent to a private corporation. 
In this respect, we wish to caution the city that the conveyance 
is expressly "for the use of the city of Mountain Grove . ·· . 
for public use 11

• The reversionary clause which must be con
tained in the instrument of conveyance, consistent with the 
express provisions of House Bill 224, will provide that in the 
event the city of Mountain Grove no longer utilizes or holds 
title to such property for public use, the title shall then 
revert to and vest in the Governor of the State of Missouri. 

We note that Ballentine's Lavv Dictionary, 1948 Ed., p. 1050, 
states with respect to the definition of the term 11 public use": 

"A use to which all persons have an equal 
right, in common, and upon th~ same terms, how
ever few the number who may avail themselves of 
it. It is not essential to a public use that 
its benefits should be received by the whole 
public, or even a large part of itr but they 
must not be confined to specified privileged 
persons." 

Thus it appears that the lease of the property to a private 
corporation, even a not for profit corporation, assuming such 
leases are otherwise possible under the statutes as respects 
other property generally held by the city, would in any event 
not be for a 11 public use" or a utilization of such property by 
the city as required by the legislature in authorizing such 
conveyance. 

We do not attempt to determine here whether the city has 
authority to enter into such a lease. 

Therefore, while it is our view that the razing of the 
buildings as described would not be inconsistent with the leg
islative purpose in authorizing such conveyance to the city, the 
leasing of such property or any part thereof for private purp9ses 
would be contrary to the requirement that the conveyance is for 
'
1public use." Thus it is our view that the conveyance of such 
leasehold interests would cause a reverter under House Bill 224. 

Under these circumstances, it would be inappropriate for this 
office to approve the conveyance of the property to the city of 
Mountain Grove. 

Very truly yours, 

~~ ~CJ~rl;Jp~·· 
JOHN ASHCROF'l 
Attorney General 
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MAGISTRATES: Under the amendments to Article V 
ELECTIONS: of the Missouri Constitution, effec

tive January 2, 1979 , the chief 
clerk of the magistrate court of Greene County elected under 
Section 483.495, RSMo Supp . 1975, becomes the chief clerk of 
divisions of the circuit court presided over by the associate 
circuit judges who were judges of the magistrate court on Janu-
ary 1 , 1979 . Unless otherwise provided for by law , there will 
be elected a chief clerk of the Greene County magistrate court 
at t he November General Election, 1978 , and the county clerk of 
Greene Coun ty i s required to accept declarations of candidacy 
for s uc h office . 

OPINION NO . 176 

September 28 , 1977 

Mr . Theodore L. Johnson, III 
Greene County Counselor 
1002 Plaza Towers 
Springfield, Missouri 65804 

Dear Mr. Johnson : 

Fl LED 
176 

This opinion is in response to your question asking : 

"Section 483.495 RSMo 1976 Supplement pro
vides for, 'a chief clerk of the magistrate 
court who shall be e l ected by the qualified 
e l ec tors of the county at lhe general elec
t ion of the year 1958, and every four years 
Lhereafte r , and who shall serve until his 
successor is duly elected and qualified ' . 
The provisions of Article 5 , Section 27 , of 
the Missouri Constitution as amended by the 
voters of this State on August 3, 1976, 
e liminate the magistrate courts from the 
judicial system . 

"Will the office of the clerk of the magis 
trate court required in the section ci ted 
above be abolished as of January 2, 1979? 
If so, is the County Clerk required to accept 
declarations of candidacy for this office, 
and does this office have to appear on the 
Nove mber 1978 ballot since no apparent duties 



Mr. Theodore L. Johnson, III 

arc to be performed on ,Jan uary 1, 19 7 9 that 
could not be performed by the present occu
pant of the office and since he would con
tinue to serve under the provisions of sub
section 2, 483.495 and since no provision 
is made in the Statutes to elect a clerk of 
the magistrate court to a term of less than 
four years?" 

You also state: 

"The passage of the Constitution Amendment 
restructuring the Judicial Department and 
abolishing the magistrate court does not deal 
with the unique problem created by an elected 
magistrate clerk. Attorney General's Opinion 
No. 23, issued on May 18, 1977, concerning 
the Court of Common Pleas for Cape Girardeau 
County would seem to apply to the question 
concerning the abolition of this office as 
of January 2, 1979, however, this does not 
approach the question of filing for, or elec
tion to the office of magistrate clerk for 
the one day of the new term on which duties 
could possibly be performed. If the office 
is to be abolished many problems could be 
created by allowing a person to be elected 
and sworn into that office. (i.e. City of 
St. Louis v. Whiteley, 283 S.W . 2d 490 
(Mo . 1955)). " 

Subsection 10.a.3 of Section 27 (the Schedule) of the con
stitutional amendments to Article V, effective January 2, 1979, 
provides in pertinent part as follows: 

"In any division of the circuit court pre
sided over by an associate circuit judge, in 
the probate division of the circuit court, and 
in any division presided over by a municipal 
judge, the clerks and their deputies of the 
respective divisions shall continue to be 
selected in the same manner as provided for 
by law on the effective date of this article 
until otherwise changed by law." 

In our Opinion No. 23, dated May 18, 1977, to Smith, this 
office concluded that the office of the clerk of the Cape Girardeau 
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Mr. Theodore L . Johnson , III 

Court of Common Pleas will be aboU s hed as of Junuury 2 , 19 79 . \·:llcn 
the ame ndme nt to Article V becomes effective . You have a copy 
of that opinion and therefore we have not enclosed it. 

Under Section 4.c of the Schedule, magistrates who are in 
office on the effective date of the article become associate ci r
cuit judges. Under Section 16 of Article V (which is not in t he 
Schedule) each county shall have such number of associate judges 
as provided therein and by law . Therefore, although Section 2 of 
the Schedule abolishes magistrate courts, it also provides that 
when such courts cease to exist the jurisdiction of magistrate 
court shall be transferred to the circuit court of the circuit 
a nd such courts shall become divisions of the circuit court. We 
interpret Section 10.a.3 of the Schedule as recognizing that such 
magistrate judges will become associate circuit judges in divi
sions of the circuit court and as expressly providing that the 
clerks and the deputies of the respective divisions {the pre sent 
magistrate clerks and deputies) shall continue to be selected 
in the same manner as provided for by law on the effective date 
of the amendments until otherwise changed by law. 

At first glance it may appear that this argument would sup
port a conclusion contrary to that reached in our Opinion No. 
23-1977, cited above. However, Schedule Section 4.b provides 
that judges of the courts of common pleas shall become circuit 
judges and under Section 480.110, RSMo, the judge of the 32nd 
Judicial Circuit is designated judge of the Cape Girardeau Court 
of Common Pleas. Since Schedule Section 10.a . 3 refers to "di
vision of the circuit court presided over by an associate cir
cuit judge" it is not applicable to the Cape Girardeau Court of 
Common Pleas . We conclude that the holding of our Opinion No . 
23-1977 is correct. 

In view of the fact that magistrates do not become associ ate 
circuit judges until January 2 , 1979, and the clerks of the mag 
istrate courts become clerks of divisions of circuit courts on 
January 2, 1979, the chief magistrate clerk provided for in 
Section 483.495 is to be elected at the November General Elec
tion , 1978. Such person will, on January 2 , 1979, become chief 
clerk of the divisions of the circuit court presided over by 
associate circuit judges who were magistrate judges on 
January 1, 1979 . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that under the amendme nts 
to Article V of the Missouri Constitution, effective January 2, 
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Mr . Theodore L. Johnson, III 

1979 , the chief clerk of the magistrate court of Greene County 
e l ected under Section 483.495, RSMo Supp. 1975, becomes the 
chief clerk of divisions of the circuit court presided over by 
the associate circuit judges who were judges of the magistrate 
court on January 1, 1979. Unless otherwise provided for by la\v, 
there will be elected a chief clerk of the Greene County magis
trate court at the November General Election, 1978, and the 
county clerk of Greene County is required to accept declarations 
of candidacy for such office . 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve , was prepare d 
by my assistant , John C. Klaffenbach. 

Very truly yours, 

.?i~ ~'"''-i.- - ~ ~~· 
~HN ASHCROFT ~ 

Attorney General 
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OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION; 
CRIMINAL COSTS: 

The per diem costs of incarceration 
of prisoners for which the state is 
responsible under the provisions of 
Chapter 550, RSMo, are to be deter
mined by the Office of Administration 
pursuant to the provisions of 

PRISONERS; 
COUNTIES: 

Section 221 . 105, RSMo Supp. 1976. 

OPINION NO. 177 

August 10, 1977 

Mr. Stephen Bradford, Commissioner 
Office of Administration 

Fl LED I 
L77 _l 

Room 125, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Bradford: 

On August 31, 1976 , we issued our Opinion No. 166 to J. Neil 
Nielsen, Commissioner of Administration, respecting reimbursement 
to counties for the cost of board of prisoners pursuant to Chap
ter 550, RSMo and House Bill No. 1130, Second Regular Session, 
78th General Assembly. We expressed the view that the responsi
bility of the state under such sections was limited to only the 
cost of food service, cook hire and food preparation, food cook
ing and food service equipment and related utilities. We have 
reviewed that opinion in detail and we are now of the view that 
such opinion was in error. Therefore, Opinion No. 166-1976 is 
withdrawn. 

Section 2 of House Bill No. 1130, Second Regular Session 78th 
General Assembly, {Section 221.105, RSMo Supp. 1976), provides: 

"1. The governing body of any county and 
of any city not within a county shall fix the 
amount to be expended for the cost of incar
ceration of prisoners confined in jails or 
medium security institutions. The per diem 
cost of incarceration of these prisoners 
chargeable by the law to the state, shall 
be determined, subject to the review and 
approval of the o~fice of administration. 

"2. The actual costs chargeable to the 
state shall be seventy-five percent of the 
allowable per diem cost or eight dollars 
per day per person, whichever is less." 



Mr. Stephen Bradford 

This law repealed Section 221.110, RSMo 1969, and Sections 
66 . 500, 221.090 and 221 .100, RSMo Supp. 1975. The law also re
pealed and reenacted with amendments Section 216.221, RSMo Supp. 
1975, relating to half-way houses. This latter repeal and amend
ment is not perintent to the present question. 

All the other sections which were repealed concerned the 
boarding of prisoners. That is, Section 221.090, RSMo Supp. 1975, 
related to the boarding of prisoners in second, third and fourth 
class counties and provided that when the state was liable under 
existing laws for the costs, the bill of costs was to include all 
fees which were properly chargeable to the state for the board of 
the prisoner. Section 221.100, RSMo Supp. 1975, related to first 
class counties and provided the county court would fix the amount 
to be expended by the sheriff for the board of prisoners and the 
amount so fixed was to be taxed as costs against convicted pris
oners and that board chargeable by law to the state would be paid 
by the state. Section 221.110, RSMo 1969, applied to the City 
of St. Louis and provided that the municipal assembly would fix 
the amount to be expended per diem for the board of each prisoner 
confined in jail and the amount so fixed was to be taxed as costs 
against prisoners who were convicted and the board of the pris
oners which was chargeable by law to the state would be paid by 
the state. That section also provided for a maximum of three 
dollars per day per person. 

Section 66.500, RSMo Supp. 1975, related to St. Louis County 
and contained provisions substantially similar to those relating 
to St. Louis City as provided in Section 221.110. 

In the First Regular Session of the 78th General Assembly, 
there was an attempt made in House Committee Substitute for House 
Bill No. 427 to amend Sections 66.500 and 221.110. The bill was 
truly agreed to and finally passed; however, it was vetoed by the 
Governor for the reasons stated in his veto message of July 28, 
1975. We mention this bill, however, because it is interesting 
to note that Section 66.500 was proposed to be amended to substi
tute the terminology "cost of incarceration" for the word "board" 
in the first paragraph of that section and to substitute the 
amount of eight dollars per day maximum for three dollars per 
day in the second paragraph of such section. Section 221.110 
would have been amended also to substitute "cost of incarceration" 
for the word "board," to add "or medium security institution" 
after the word "jail," and also to raise the maximum to eight 
dollars per day from three dollars. 

Apparently House Bill No. 1130, Second Regular Session, 78th 
General Assembly, which is questioned here, was a response to the 
veto of House Bill No. 427. In its final form it appears to be 

- 2 -



Mr. Stephen Bradford 

taken from the language of Sections 66.500 and 221.110 with cer
tain obvious changes. That is, Section 2.1 of House Bill No. 1130 
applies to the governing body of any county and any city not within 
a county. It obviously contains the words "cost of incarceration" 
instead of "board" and retains a maximum payable by the state in 
those cases where the charges are by law required to be paid by 
the state. 

It is our view that the legislature in using the terminology 
"cost of incarceration of prisoners" intended that the term "incar
ceration" would be interpreted as being broader than the term 
"board". Although the provision states that the "per diem cost 
of incarceration of these prisoners chargeable by law to the state, 
shall be determined subject to the review and approval of the 
office of administration", we are of the view that the under
scored terminology refers to prisoners and not to the "cost" and 
therefore the provisions of Chapter 550, RSMo, which prohibit the 
state from paying any costs which are incurred on behalf of a 
convicted defendant, except the costs of board, are not qualifi
cations to or limitations on the provision in question relating 
to the "cost of incarceration of prisoners." 

We conclude that the provisions of House Bill No. 1130, which 
is presently designated as Section 221.105, RSMo Supp. 1976, au
thorizes the state to pay for the costs of incarceration of pris
oners so confined whose confinement is chargeable to the state, 
subject to the review and approval as provided, up to seventy- five 
percent of the allowable per diem cost or eight dollars per day 
per person, whichever is less. 

Questions concerning items respecting the "costs of incar
ceration of prisoners" should be resolved by the Office of Admin
istration pursuant to its authority to review and approve per 
diem costs of such prisoners under Section 221.105. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the per diem costs of 
incarceration of prisoners for which the state is responsible 
under the provisions of Chapter 550, RSMo, are to be determined 
by the Office of Administration pursuant to the provisions of 
Section 221.105, RSMo Supp. 1976. 

Very truly yours, 

ASHCRO~~ 
Attorney General 



.JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

August 10, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 178 

Dr. Arthur L. Mallory 
Commissioner, Department of 

Elementary and Secondary Education 
Jefferson State Office Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr. Mallory: 

(314) 751-3321 

We have reviewed the Missouri State Board of Education's "Fis
cal Year 1978 State Plan for Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
under Title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended." 
Our review has taken into consideration the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, as amended, 29 u.s.c. §§ 701, et seq., and the regulations 
promulga·ted pursuant thereto, 45 C. F-:R'.% 1361, et seq. In ad
dition, we have taken into consideration Article III;-8ection 38(a), 
Missouri Constitution; Chapter 161, RSMo 1969, as amended RSMo Supp. 
1975; and Section 178.610, RSMo 1969. 

Based on the foregoing, we hereby certify that the Missouri 
State Board of Education is the state agency administering or 
supervising the administration of education and vocational educa
tion in the state of Missouri and is, therefore, qualified to be 
"the sole State agency to administer the State plan, or to super
vise its administration in a political subdivision of the State by 
a sole local agency . . " in accordance with 45 C.F.R. § 1361.6 

Very truly yours, 

t? ~~--
ASHCROFT 

General 



COUNTY BUDGET: Necessary funds required for the enforci ng 
of House Bill No. 60 1, 79th General Assem
bly , during 1977 are automatically inc luded 
within the 1977 budgets of counties o f the 
third class. 

OPINION NO . 179 

September 28, 1977 

Honorable Steve Lampo 
Prosecuting Attorney o f 

Newton County 
P . 0 . Box 511 
Neosho, Missouri 64850 

Dear Mr . Lampo: 
' 

Fl LED 

/79 

This is in response to your opinion request as follows : 

"Can the Coun t y Court of Newton County , 
Missouri , a third class county , appropriate 
funds mid-year to implement the Child Sup
port Enforcement provisions of House Bill 
No . 601. 11 

In your request, you mention that House Bill No . 601 was en
acted as emergency legisla t ion requiring in Sections 2 . 2 and 2 . 9, 
thereof , that the county court appropriate funds for the purpose 
of i mplementing its provis i ons . Such bill was signed by the Gov
ernor on June 8 , 1977 , and became a law on July 1 , 1977 , under the 
provisions of Section A o f such bill . It is your expressed feel
ing that Section 50 . 740 , RSMo , as amended in 1965, implies that 
revisions in the budget can only be made at the county court ' s 
regular February term and, therefore , no e xpenditures as provided 
for in such bill can be made for the budget year of the county, 
that is , the calendar year 1977 . 

The case of Gill v . Buchanan County , 142 S . W. 2d 665 (Mo. 1940), 
considered the question o f whether the fact that the county court of 
Buchanan County had failed to provide in its budget for the full sal
aries of a county judge would preclude the recovery of such salaries 
by judges . It held at page 668 that : 

" . They must be considered to be in the 
budget every year because the Legislature has 
put them in and only the Legislature can take 
them out or take out any part of these amounts . 

II 
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'l'llis C<1SC was considered in .tnalyzinq an opinion rcquL~S L in 
1949 regarding whether the increase in sa l aries of prosecuting a t
torneys effective July 7, 1949, which was several months after the 
1949 county budgets were made out, was automatically included in 
the county budget for 1949. In Opinion No. 95, 1949, to Joe C. 
Welborn, which is attached hereto, this office held that the in
crease for prosecuting attorneys was automatically incluoed within 
the budget of counties of the third and fourth class even though 
the increase by law became effective several months after the 1949 
county budgets were made out. It is our belief that the Gill case, 
supra, and Opinion No . 95 go to the neart of your inquiry~e con
clude therefrom that the additional funds needed under House Bill 
No. 601, 79th General Assembly, are automatically included in the 
1977 budget of the county court of Newton County, which is a third 
class county. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that necessary funds required 
for the enforcing of House Bill No. 601, 79th General Assembly, dur
ing 1977 are automatically included within the 1977 budgets of coun
ties of the third class. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Terry C. Allen. 

Enclosure: Op. No. 95 
7-18-49, Welborn 

Yours very truly, 

~~~·~~ 
OHN ASHCROFT 

Attorney General 

-2-

-



PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS: Pursuant to Section 2 of House Bill 
DIVISION OF FAMILY SERVICES: 601, First Regular Session, 79th 

General Assembly, the prosecuting 
attorney has authority and is required to litigate child support 
enforcement actions with respect to persons who are not recip
ients of public assistance but who have been referred by the 
Division of Family Services to him. The duty to litigate such 
actions includes the initiation of whatever action is necessary 
to enforce judgments including garnishment. 

OPINION NO. 180 

December 22, 1977 

Mr. Ronald L. Boggs 
Prosecuting Attorney 
St. Charles County 
200 North 2nd Street 
St. Charles, Missouri 63301 

Dear Mr. Boggs: 

This opinion is in response to your question asking whether 
the prosecuting attorney must attempt to collect judgments for 
payment of child support for persons who are not recipients of 
public assistance, by garnishment or other proceedings, under 
House Bill 601, First Regular Session, 79th General Assembly. 

We note that St. Charles County, the County Circuit Clerk 
and yourself have entered into a "Support Enforcement Cooperative 
Agreement" with the Division of Family Services of the Department 
of Social Services which is presently effective. However, we 
are of the view that it is not necessary to rely on the provi
sions of such contract to answer your question. 

Subsection 4 of Section 2 of the act (which immediately 
follows the reenactment of Section 559.353) provides: 

"4. The director of the division shall 
render child support enforcement services 
to persons who are not recipients of public 
assistance as well as to such recipients. 
An application shall be filed with the divi
sion for services, and an application fee may 
be required by the division. An additional 
fee for expenses incurred in excess of the 



Mr. Ronald L. Boggs 

application fee may be required by the divi
sion in providing services; provided, how
ever, that any additional fee shall not exceed 
ten percent of any support money recovered 
and provided that the amount of the fee shall 
be agreed to by the applicant in writing. 
Expenses incurred by a county under a cooper
ative agreement with the division in the prose
cuting attorney's office or in the circuit 
clerk's office in enforcing or collecting a 
child support obligation in any civil liti
gation or other noncriminal proceeding for a 
person who is not a recipient of public assis~ 
tance, but who has made an application with 
the division for child support enforcement ser
vices shall be construed as expenses incurred 
by the division. The application fee and any 
additional fee may be deducted from the sup
port money recovered. Fees collected pursuant 
to this subsection shall be deposited in the 
child support enforcement fund in the state 
treasury." 

Subsection 5 of Section 2 provides: 

"5. Each prosecuting attorney in this 
state, as an official duty of such office, 
shall litigate or prosecute any action nec
essary to secure support for any person 
referred to such office by the division of 
family services, including, but not limited 
to reciprocal actions under chapter 454, RSMo, 
actions to enforce obligations owed to the 
state under an assignment of support rights 
and actions to establish the paternity of a 
child for whom support is sought." 

Thus, it is clear that the quoted statutory provisions 
indicate a legislative intent that such prosecuting attorneys 
shall litigate child support enforcement actions for persons 
who are not recipients of public assistance who have met the 
requirements of subsection 4 of Section 2 of the act and have 
been referred to such prosecuting attorneys by the Division of 
Family Services. 
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It is our view that the authority of the prosecuting attor
ney to litigate is not limited in the forms of civil proceedings 
to be followed and that such authority necessarily includes such 
action as is necessary for the enforcement of the judgments 
obtained including garnishment or other process afforded by 
law for the enforcement of judgments. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that pursuant to Section 2 
of House Bill 601, First Regular Session, 79th General Assembly, 
the prosecuting attorney has authority and is required to liti
gate child support enforcement ~ctions with respect to persons 
who are not recipients of public assistance but who have been 
referred by the Division of Family Services to him. The duty 
to litigate such actions includes the initiation of whatever 
action is necessary to enforce judgments including garnishment. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, John c. Klaffenbach. 

Very truly yours, 

~~~ 
OHN ASHCROFT _... ~ -u- . 

Attorney General 
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.JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

!¥ttmUJu;y .~--ftm~r:u! ~/ ~1~a?~,; 
.JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

November 1, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 181 

Honorable Henry A. Panethiere 
State Senator, District 11 
1104 Oak 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106 

Dear Senator Panethiere: 

This is in response to your request asking: 

"Is the Kansas City Area Transportation Author
ity, an entity created for operation of public 
transit system in the states of Missouri and 
Kansas by means of a Compact executed by those 
states (Sec. 238.010, et seq., R.S.Mo. 1969 and 
Sec.l2-2524, K.S.A.) under state law an agency 
or instrumentality of the state. 

11 And, if so, effective date it became such. 11 

You also state: 

"The Kansas City Area Transportation Authority 
receives federal funds from the urban mass 
transportation administration for project de
velopments. These funds are placed in interest
bearing accounts prior to project disbursement. 
The Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 
42 U.S.Code Ann. Sec.4213 provides that states 
or agencies and instrumentalities thereof are 
not held accountable for interest earned pend
ing program disbursement. Political subdivi
sions of states are held accountable. The De
partment of Trar:.sport.a tion has agreed to abide 
by the opinion of local state attorneys as to 

(314) 751-3321 
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whether the KCATA is an agency or instrumental
ity of the state under state law." 

As you have indicated, the laws relating to the Kansas City 
Area Transportation Authority are found at Sections 238.010, et 
seq., RSMo, and Sections 12-2524, et seq., K.S.A. The Compac~was 
approved by Congress on September 2I,-r966. 80 Stat. 826, P.L. 
89-599. 

Title 42 U.S.C.A. § 4213 provides in part: 

" ... States shall not be held accountable for 
interest earned on grant-in-aid funds, pending 

their disbursement for program purposes." 

We have been advised that a decision of the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States dated February 9, 1977, File E-180617, 
holds that the federal grantor agency should follow state law in 
determining whether transit authorities are state instrumentalities, 
and therefore permitted to retain any interest earned on federal 
grants, or political subdivisions of the state, which may not re
tain such interest. Such decision cites Section 203 of the Inter
governmental Cooperation Act of 1968 which is quoted above from 
U.S.C.A. 

Article III of the Compact states in part: 

"There is created the Kansas City Area 
Transportation Authority of the Kansas City 
Area Transportation District (hereinafter re
ferred to as the 'Authority'), which shall be 
a body corporate and politic and a political 
subdivision of the States of Missouri and 
Kansas." 

Further, we note that the Kansas City Area Transportation Au
thority was assigned to the Missouri Department of Transportation 
under Section 14.2 of the Omnibus State Reorganization Act of 1974, 
RSMo Supp. 1975, Appendix B, p. 1274, and is an assigned agency of 
that department under the Department of Transportation Plan of Re
organization, RSMo Supp. 1975, Appendix C, p. 1331. Additionally, 
under such Plan the Authority works closely with the Division of 
Transit. 

Clause 3, Section 10 of Article I of the United States Consti
tution provides: 

"No state shall, without the consent of 
Congress, lay any duty of tonnage, keep troops 
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or ships of war in time of peace, enter into 
any agreement or compact with another state, 
or with a foreign power, or engage in war, un
less actually invaded, or in such imminent dan
ger as will not admit of delay." 

In Kansas City Area Transportation Authority v. Ashley, 478 S.W. 
2d 323 (Mo. 1972), the Supreme Court of Missouri held that the Au
thority is not a political subdivision within the now repealed Mis
souri constitutional provision giving the Missouri Supreme Court 
original jurisdiction in cases involving political subdivisions of 
the state despite the provisions in the law creating the Authority 
which states that the Authority is a "political subdivision." The 
court stated that such Authority did not have a delegation of gov
ernmental functions as would constitute that agency a governmental 
unit requiring Missouri Supreme Court jurisdiction such as levying, 
collecting taxes, electing officers, and defining powers and duties 
as governmental offices of the body corporate. 

Further, the United States Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals 
held in Ladue Local Lines, Inc. v. Bi-State Development Agency of 
the Missouri-Illinois Metropolitan District, 433 F.2d 131 (8th Cir. 
1970), that such a compact body is a joint or common agency of the 
two compact states. 

It was similarly held by the United States Supreme Court that 
state agencies created by a compact between states are common or 
joint agencies of such states. Petty v. Tennessee-Missouri Bridge 
Commission, 359 U.S. 275, 3 L.Ed.2d 804, 79 S.Ct. 785 (1959). It 
has also been held that the Board of Transportation of New York, 
though its members are appointed by the mayor and it acts as the 
city's agent in operating the rapid transit system, is nevertheless 
a "state instrumentality" in transit matters and performs a state 
function. Klein v. O'Dwyer, 80 N.Y.S.2d 343 (N.Y. 1948). Although 
it was held that employees of the Board of Transportation of New 
York City were not state employees but were city employees, the 
Board \vas held to be a state instrumentality. Ferdinand v. Moses, 
26 N.Y.S.2d 382 (N.Y. 1941). vifhere a statute created a bridge au
thority to acquire an international bridge which it bought with the 
cooperation of the Canadian government, the Authority was held to 
be a state agency. People ex rel. Buffalo and Fort Erie Public 
Bridge Authority v. Davis, 14 N.E.2d 74 (N.Y.App. 1938). 

It has also been held that the Board of Commissioners of the 
Port of New Orleans is a "state agency." Hartwig Moss Ins. Agency, 
Limited v. Board of Com'rs of Port of New Orleans, 19 So.2d 178 (Li. 
1944). Likewise, housing authorities have been held to be state agen
cies for certain purposes. People ex rel. Stokes v. Newton, 101, 
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P.2d 21 (Colo. 1940). In New Jersey, it has been held that the 
Turnpike Authority was a state agency for bond act purposes. 
Morris County Industrial Park v. Thomas Nicol Co., 173 A.2d 414 
(N.J. 1961). And in New Jersey, it was held that the Port of New 
York Authority, a bi-state corporation created by a compact be
tween the states of New York and New Jersey, is a direct state 
agency and an alter ego of the state. Miller v. Port of New York 
Authority, 15 A.2d 262 (N.J. 1939). 

It was also held in New Jersey that a New Jersey member of 
the Waterfront Commission of New York Harbor, a bi-state agency 
created by a compact between the legislatures of New York and New 
Jersey and approved by an act of Congress, was not a "state of
ficer" and the Commission was not a state agency as to which the 
New Jersey conflicts of interest law was applicable. De Rose v. 
Byrne, 343 A.2d 136 (Super.Ct.N.J. 1975) vacated for mootness 353 
A.2d--100 (Super.Ct.N.J. 1976). 

The court stated, however, at l.c. 142: 

"As the product of an interstate compact, 
the Waterfront Commission is not a single state 
agency created and exclusively controlled by one 
state. It is an instrumentality of the States 
of New York and New Jersey, and beyond being an 
agent of each state it is an agent of both of 
them (citations omitted) ... " 

This office has held that the Kansas City Area Transportation 
Authority is not a state agency within Section 29.200, RSMo 1969, 
relating to the post-audit of accounts of state agencies by the 
State Auditor. Opinion No. 142 dated July 24, 1975, to Lehr. This 
office also held in Opinion No. 20A dated April 24, 1970, to Kirk
patrick that the State Records Act, as found in Sections 109.200 1 

et seq., RSMo, does not apply to the Kansas City Area Transporta
tion Authority. 

It is clear from the body of law we have reviewed that the 
terms "state agency" or "state instrumentality" are often given 
a restrictive meaning where the application of particular state 
laws are concerned, but nevertheless are defined broadly where 
it is intended to characterize the nature of a body created to 
perform governmental functions, either directly or in conjunction 
with another sovereign. 

In light of the cases we have reviewed, it is our conclusion 
that although the Kansas City Area Transportation Authority is by 
statute denominated a "political subdivision," such denomination 
is not determinative as to the Authority's legal status. Clearly, 
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the authority is an agency and an instrumentality of the states of 
Missouri and Kansas created by compact between such states with con
gressional approval. 

Your second question asks as to the effective date of the 
creation of the Kansas City Area Transportation Authority. How
ever1 the real import of your question is whether or not the ef
fective date was prior to the date of October 16 1 1968 1 after which 
such entities are entitled to retain interest earned on federal 
grants. Inasmuch as the Compact was executed in December, 1965, 
and received congressional approval in September, 1966, it is clear 
that no matter which date is taken to be the effective date of the 
creation of the Authority, interest would be due from the date of 
October 16, 1968, the effective date of Section 203 of the Inter
governmental Cooperation Act of 1968 because the Kansas City Area 
Transportation Authority was obviously in existence prior to Oc
tober 16, 1968. 

Very truly yours, 

~--~~ 

-5-

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



August 17, 1977 

Honorable Norman L. Merrell 
President Pro Tern of the Senate 
Room 423, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Senator Merrell: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 182 
Answer by 1etter-K1affenbach 

I Fl LED 

l })5cJ 

This letter is in response to your questions asking as 
follows: 

11 1 . Section 51 of Article IV of the Mis
souri Constitution provides for a period of 
thirty days for the Senate to act upon appoint
ments made by the governor. Are such days to 
be measured as calendar days or legislative 
days? 

"2 . If the Senate is not in session (at 
a special session of the general assembly) for 
at least thirty calendar or legislative days, 
may an appointee, whose appointment requires 
the advice and consent of the Senate and which 
was not considered by the Senate, continue to 
hold the office? 

"3 . May the appointnent be further con
sidered at the next regular session of the 
general assembly, and if so, in what period of 
time? 

"4. If the appointment is not considered, 
is this a rejection which would preclude the 
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appointee from ever being reappointed to the 
same office or position?" 

You also state: 

"The t-.issouri general assembly is now 
meeting in special session. The governor nas 
made some appointments in the period between 
the end of the last r egular sessi on of the 
general assembly and the convening of this 
special session which will require the advice 
and consent of the Senate. Apparently he 
must submit all such appointments to the Sen-· 
ate . See AG Opinion # 24 , g iven on November 
10 ' 1942 . 

''The Senate may adjourn befor e thirty 
calenJar or legislative days have run since 
the special session convened. " 

You have asked for an i mmediat e response to yo~r questions ; 
and , therefore, we have attempted to condense our views in order 
to meet the time limitati ons imposed upon us . 

Section .:il of .i\rticle IV of the t!issouri Constitution provhles ~ 

"The appointment o f all member s of administra
tive boards and commissions and of all depart
ment and Jivision heads , as provided by la\'1, 
shall be made by the governor . All members 
of administrative boards and commissions, all 
department and division heads and all other 
officials appointed by the gover nor shall be 
made only by and wi tl1 the advice and consent 
of the senate. The autl1ority to act of any 
person whose appointment requires the advice 
and consent of the senate shall commence, if 
the senate is in session, upon r eceiving the 
advice and consent of the senate . If the sen
ate is not in session, the authority to act 
shall commence immediate ly upon appointment by 
the governor but shall terminate if the advice 
and consent of the senate is not given within 
thirty days after the senat e has convened in 
regular or special session. I f tl1e senate 
fails to give its advice and consent to any 
appointee, that person shall not be reap
pointed by the governor to the same office 
or position . " 
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We have not been able to find a comparable provision e l se
where or case authority directl y in point; and, therefore, our 
study of the question is generally limited to \iha t we believe to 
be the intent of the voters in adopting such amendment. 

The Supreme Court of }'!issot.ri in the case of State ex inf. 
Danforth v . Cason, 307 S . \] . 2d 405, 409 (Mo. Bane 1973), said: 

"'l'he same standard of interpretation was 
expressed in Household Finance Corporation v . 
Schaffner, 356 Mo. 808 , 203 S. W. 2d 734, 737 
(bane 1947), as foll ows· 

'* * *The only way we can determine 
\o~ha t meaning was conveyed to the voters by 
the provision is to de termine what it means 
to us, giving the words used their ordinary 
and usual meaning . * * *' 

"Subsequent cases announcing a similar 
rule include Rath jen v. Reorganized School Dis
~rict R-II of Shelby Co ., 365 Mo. 518, 284 S . W. 
2d 516 (bane 1955), and State ex r e l. Curators 
of the University of ~!issouri v . !'!eill, ~9 7 
s . :-1. 2d G66 (Ho . bane 1966) . " 

Section 51 eA~ressly provides tl1at the authority to act of 
an official first appointed duri ng a l egislative recess shall 
commence immediately upon ~1e appointment by the Gover nor but 
shall terminate if the advice and consent of the Senate is not 
given within thirty days after the Senate has convened in regular 
or special session . Clearly, the Constitution contemplate s that 
the advice and consent of the Senate must be given in speci a l 
session or in r egular session, whichever first occurs after the 
appoin trnen t. 

We take note of the fact that it is not at all unusual for a 
special session to last for less than thirty calendar days . It 
is also obvious that generally special sessi ons would not last 
thirty legislative days. 

Further , the duration of special sessions under Section 20a 
of Article III of the Missouri Consti t ution is ca l culated on a 
calendar day basis. Such section provides that the legislature 
stands automatically adjourned on the sixtieth calenuar day after 
the date of convening of a special sess ion unless the l egislature 
has adjourned prior thereto . 
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We therefor e believe that the r equirement that the advice 
and consent of the Senate be given within thirty <..ays after lh~ 
Senate has convened in regular or special session necessarily 
means thirty calendar days and not legislative days . Further
more, we believe that if the Senate adjourns anci uoes not con
firm the appointment prior to the expiration of ~~irty calendar 
days, the au~1ority of the appointee to act terminates thirty 
calendar days after the date the Senate convened . It is under
stood that you are referring to this present special session 
whi ch convened August 10, 1977 . We assume that the sess ion will 
not be followed by another special session within thirty u.ays 
of August 10, 1977 . 

It is also clear that the Constitution expressly provides 
that if the Senate fails to give its advice and consent to such 
appointee, that person shall not be reappointed by the Governor 
to the same office . 

-4-

Yours very truly, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



October 6, 1977 

The Honorable Russell G. Brockfeld 
Room 204 
Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr . Brockfeld: 

OPINION LETTER NO . 183 
Answer by Letter - Covington 

F\ LED 
lf3-

This opinion is in response to your questions asking: 

"1. Does any County Court or county governing body 
have the statutory right to license or regulate 
a Solid Waste Disposal Area? 

"2. Does any County Court or any county governing body 
have the statutory authority to license any person 
operating a dump for 'special' or 'hazardous' 
wastes? " 

Your first question relates to the Solid Waste Management 
Law, Sections 260.200 to 260.245, RSt-1o Supp. 1975. To implement 
a statewide solid waste management system the Legislature has 
provided in Section 260.215.1 that : 

"each county • . • shall provide . • • for the 
collection and disposal of sol i d wastes within 
its boundaries ; shall be r esponsible for imple
menting their approved plan required py section 
260.220 as it relates to the stora e, collection, 
transportation, process ng, and disposal of their 
solid wastes ; and may purchase all necessary 
equipment , acquire all necessary l and, buil d any 
necessary buildings, incinerators , transfer 
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stations, or other structures, l ease or otherwise 
acquire the right to use land or equipment. Each 
city and county, may .•• do all other thints 
necessary to provide for ~roper and effect ve 
solid waste manafement s~tem; ..• " 
[Emphasis added. 

Section 260.215 .2 further provides that : 

"Any city or county may adopt ordinances , rules, 
regulations , or standards for the storage, col
lection , transportation, processing or disposal 
of solid wastes which shall be in conformity with 
the rules and regulations adopted by the depart
ment for solid waste management systems. However, 
nothing in sections 260 . 200 to 260 . 245 shall usurp 
the l egal right of a city or county from adopting 
and enforcing local ordinances, rules, r egulations , 
or standards for the storage, collection , trans 
portation, processing, or disposal of solid wastes 
equal to or more stringent than the rules or regu
lations adopted by the department pursuant to 
sections 260.200 to 260.245." 

The broad language in the above sections authorizes the 
county to do all things necessary to provide for an effective 
solid waste management system. Therefore, in r esponse to your 
first question, it is our opinion that there is necessarily im
plied, incident to such power and authority , authority to r e gulate 
a solid waste disposal area and to require that a license or 
permit be obtained by one who desires to engage in the business 
of collecting, transporting, or disposing of solid wastes. We 
so held in Opinion Lett er No . 12, Boggs, rendered Februar y 3 , 
1976, a copy of which is attached. 

Your second question, which refers to "special " and 
"hazardous " wastes , relates at present to the Solid Waste Manage
ment Law. We must also take note, however, of the Hazardous 
Waste Management Law, House Bill No. 318 , 79th General Assembly, 
First Regular Session , effective September 28, 1977. 

The Solid Waste Management Law contemplates coverage of 
"special wastes," meaning "solid wastes requiring handling other 
than that normally used for municipa l wastes'' (10 CSR 80-2 .010 (29 )) 
and "hazardous wastes," meaning "waste materials that are; toxic 
or poisonous ; corrosive; irritating or sensitizing ; radioactive ; 
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biologically infectious; explosive; or flammable and that present 
a significant hazard to human health and the environment" (10 CSR 
80 - 2.010(12)). "Special" and "hazardous" wastes are necessarily 
included in 11 Solid Waste 11

, and thus subject to regulation under 
Sections 260.200 - 260.245. We believe that the reasoning set 
out in the response to question No. 1 applies to your second 
question as well. We believe that there is necessarily implied 
from the broad language of Section 260.215 authority to require 
that a license be obtained by a person who wishes to operate a 
dump for 11 special" or "hazardous 11 wastes except as hereinafter 
pointed out. 

The Missouri Hazardous Waste Management Law, House Bill 318, 
79th General Assembly, First Regular Session, effective September 
28, 1977, applies to hazardous waste facilities. Assuming that 
the "hazardous" waste to which your question refers falls within 
the types of hazardous wastes sought to be managed in House Bill 
318, then the regulation of such wastes is subject to House Bill 
318. 

Section 17.2 provides that: 

"No action , ordinance or law, with the exception 
of local option on location, of any county, city, 
town , village or other political subdivision of 
this state shall operate to prevent the location 
or operation of a hazardous waste facility or 
transporter holding a current hazardous waste 
facility permit or transporter license issued 
hereunder within its boundaries. " 

Section 17.2 of House Bill 318 constitutes a clear legislative 
statement that local governments cannot regulate the licensing 
or operation of any facility which falls under the jurisdiction 
of the Act and for which a permit under the Act has been issued. 
Whether a county would still retain the authority to regulate 
that facility under Section 260.215 depends on whether the legis
lature intended House Bill 318 to supercede the Solid Waste 
Management Law insofar as a particular facility could be regulated 
under either law. 

Where a statute covers an entire subject matter of prior 
statutes and manifests a leg islative intent tha t the later act 
prescribe the law with respect to the entire subject matter, the 
later act supercedes the earlier laws. Pogue v . SWink, 261 S.W.2d 
40 (Mo. 1953). Section 9 and subsections 10.7 through 10.15 of 
House Bill 318 establish a comprehensive program for the permitting 
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and r egul ation of hazardous waste facilities . (Disposal sites 
are included within the term hazardous waste facili t y , H. B. 318, 
Section 3 (9).) The scope of regulation and the limitati ons on 
constructi on and operati on of a hazardous waste facility are 
considerably more detailed than the provisions in Sections 
260.205 and 260.210 , rel ating to state permitting and regula tion 
of solid waste disposal areas . For example , r equirements for 
r eporting information from hazardous waste facility owner s or 
operators to the Department of Natural Resources are signifi 
cantly mor e detai l ed and rigor ous than those applicable t o solid 
waste di sposal areas . House Bill 318 , Section 9(3 ) (4) (5) and 
(6). Demons tration of financial r esponsibility including , but 
not limited to , guaranties, liability insurance, posting of bond, 
or any combina tion thereof , must be i ncluded i n an application 
for a permit to operate a hazardous waste facility. Section 
10.7(3). Thus, in the case of a disposal site which i s both a 
solid waste disposal a r ea and a hazar dous waste facility, it 
appears that a permit issued under the earlier statute would be 
superfluous. We cannot believe tha t the l egisla ture in such 
circumstances intended that a d i sposal site ope r a t or appl y for 
permits under both s t a t utes. We believe , therefore, that t he 
legislature intended that House Bill 318 supercede Section 
26 0 .200 to 260.245, RSMo Supp. 1975 , wher e bot h statutes would 
by their t erms apply to a particula r operation. 

Where, as to a particular l a ndfi ll (disposal site), r egula
tion under the Sol id Wast e Management Law has been superceded 
by House Bill 318, it necessarily follows tha t the county's 
authority under the former statute i s likewise superceded . 
Therefor e, once a landfill operator acquires a hazardous waste 
facility permit under House Bill 318 , we are of t he opinion tha t 
a county court cannot license or otherwise r egul ate that l andfill. 

It is our view that a county court or county governing body 
may regulate a solid waste disposa l area which i s subject to the 
provisions of the Solid Waste Management Law, Sections 260.200 to 
260.245, and that a county may likewise r egulate under the Solid 
Waste Management Law a landfi ll which i s being used to dispose of 
special or hazardous wastes, unless and until the landfill becomes 
subject to regula tion under House Bill 318, 79th General Assembly, 
First Regular Session. If, however, the landfill holds a permit 
under House Bill 318, t he county governing body will be pr ecluded 
from regulating the operation of such landfill. 

Enclosure : Op. Ltr . No. 12 
2/3/76, Boggs 

Very truly your s, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

August 221 1977 

Arthur L. Mallory 1 Commissioner 
Department of Elementary and 

Secondary Education 
Jefferson State Office Building 
Jefferson City 1 Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr. Mallory: 

OPINION NO. 186 

(.314) 751-3321 

In accordance with your request of August 161 19771 we have reviewed 
the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education's "State 
Application for Federal Assistance under Title II of the Indochina Refugee 
Children's Act of 1976." This application is being submitted pursuant to 
Title II of Public Law 94-405 (appearing at 20 U.S. C. 1211b). 

In addition to Title II of Public Law 94-405 and the regulations pro
pounded pursuant thereto (45 CFR Part 122a, June 3, 1977), our review has 
taken into c:onsideration Article Ill, Section 38 (a) 1 Missouri Constitution I and 
Section 161.092, RSMo Supp. 1975. 

Based on the foregoing, we hereby certify that the Missouri Department 
of Elementary and Secondary Education has authority under state law to per
form the duties of a "state educational agency" as defined in Section 201 (b) (7) 
of Title II I P. L. 94-405. 

This opinion letter constitutes our official certification and should be 
inserted in the appropriate place in each copy of the application. 

Very truly yours 1 

~~~~---
CJ~HN ASHCROFT 

Attorney General 
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SCHOOLS: 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 
SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION: 

The distances set forth in Section 167.231, 
RSMo Supp. 1975, are to be measured 
from the door of the pupi I' s home to the 
door of the school along the most direct 

traveled route. An urban school district governed by Section 167.231 has no 
authority to transport pupils at district expense living less than one mile but 
more than one-half mile from school absent a favorable election for that purpose 
in accordance with that section. An urban school district governed by Section 
167.231 has no authority to transport pupi Is at district expense who live less 
than one-half mile from school. 

September 30, 1977 

Honorable Paul L. Bradshaw 
Senator, District 30 
705 Woodruff Building 
Springfield, Missouri 65805 

Dear Senator Bradshaw: 

OPINION NO. 188 

......._ ______ , 
Fl LED 
i#RR 

._--·--·--

This opinion is i~ued in response to your request for an official ruling 
of this office concerning the transportation of pupi Is in an urban school dis
trict at the district's expense. Specifically, your questions are as follows: 

"1. Does the school board of Springfield 
R-12 School District, an Urban School District, have 
the power and authority to establish and implement 
a 'barrier street' policy under which the school dis
trict would furnish free transportation to pupils in 
kindergarten through eighth grade who are required 
to cross certain streets considered to be unusually 
hazardous, designated as 'barrier streets,' in going 
to and from their assigned schools and their homes, 
when such pupi Is I ive less than one mile and more 
than one-half mile from school measured along (i) 
the closest traveled way or (ii) the main traveled 
way, and there has not been a favorable vote of the 
electorate at an election held in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 167.231, RSMo? 
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"2. If the answer to question No. 1 above is 
in the affirmative, would the answer thereto be dif
ferent if under the barrier street policy the cases of 
individual pupils, whose homes are situated as pro
vided in question No. 1, are considered by a com
mittee and are then reviewed by the school board 
before transportation is furnished or denied on an 
individual case basis, the decision depending upon 
the nature and extent of the hazards involved in a 
given case and taking into account the age of the 
pupil and the actual distance he must travel to avoid 
crossing the unusually hazardous '.barrier street? 1 

"3. Does the school board of Springfield R-
12 School District, an Urban School District, have 
the power and authority to establish and implement 
a 'barrier street' policy under which the school dis
trict would furnish free transportation to pupi Is in 
kindergarten through eighth grade who are required 
to cross certain streets considered to be unusually 
hazardous, designated as 'barrier streets,' in going 
to and from their assigned schools and their homes, 
when such pupils live one-half mile or less from 
school, measured along (i) the closest traveled way 
or (ii) the main traveled way, even if there should 
be a favorable vote of the electorate at an election 
held in accordance with the provisions of Section 
16 7. 2 3 1 I RS M 0? 

"4. If the answer to question No. 3 above is 
in the affirmative, would the answer thereto be dif-: 
ferent if under the barrier street pol icy the cases of 
individual pupils, whose homes are situated as pro
vided in question No. 3, are considered by a commit
tee and are then reviewed by the school board before 
transportation is furnished or denied on an individual 
case basis, the decision depending upon the nature 
and extent of the hazards involved in a given case 
and taking into account the age of the pupi I and actual 
distance he must travel to avoid crossing the unusually 
hazardous 'barrier street? 1 
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11 5. In applying the provisions of Section 
167.231, for the purpose of determining the eligibility 
of a public school pupil for free transportation, how 
should the distances referred to in said section be 
measured--

A. From the door of the home of the pupil that is 
nearest the school house along a private lane 
or roadway, if any, to the main traveled high
way, thence along such main traveled highway 
to the front door of the school house? (See 
Op. Atty. Gen. Mo. 79, Rough, 11/27/33) 

B. From the door of the home of the pupi I nearest 
the school house to the front door of the school 
house which the pupi I attends along a route 
which is reasonably suitable for pedestrian 
travel? (See Op. Atty. Gen. Mo. 21, Wheeler, 
3/18/69; Op. Atty. Gen. Mo. 400, Frappier, 
11/11/69) 

C. If the distance is to be measured •along a route 
which is reasonably suitable for pedestrian 
trave~ 1 what criteria and standards are to be 
used and how are they to be applied in making 
such measurement, when the eligibility of a 
public school pupil to free school transportation 
is determined under the provisions of Section 
167.231? 

D. In computing state aid under the recently 
enacted State Aid for Transportation of Pupi Is 
law, would the answers to questions A, B, 
and C above be likewise applicable when mea
suring the distances from a pupil 1s home to 
the school to which he is assigned?" 

Section 167.231, RSMoSupp. 1975, provides as follows: 

"Within all school districts except metropolitan dis
tricts the board of education shall provide transpor
tation to and from school for all pupils living more 
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than three and one-half miles from school and may 
provide transportation for all pupils living one mile 
or more from school. When the board of education 
deems it advisable, or when requested by a petition 
signed by ten taxpayers in the district, to provide 
transportation to and from school at the expense of 
the district for pupi Is living more than one-half mile 
from school, the board shall submit the question at 
an annual or biennial meeting or election or a special 
meeting or election called for the purpose. Notice of 
the election shall be given as provided in section 
162. 061, RSMo. If two-thirds of the voters voting 
at the election are in favor of providing the trans
portation, the board shall arrange and provide 
therefor . 11 

Because the answers to your first four questions are somewhat depen
dent on the manner in which the applicable distances are to be measured, we 
wi II first consider question 5 as it relates to the measurement of distances in 
connection with a pupil's eligibility for transportation at the school district's 
expense. 

The general rule is expressed in 79 C .J. S., Schools and School Dis
tricts, Section 475 (3}: 

"In the absence of statute a school district 
owes no duty to transport pupi Is to and from schools, 
and any duty it may have is purely statutory and is 
limited by the terms of the statute. 

"Under some statutes the duty to transport 
pupi Is living more than a stated distance from school 
is mandatory. While such statutes should be I iberal
ly construed to effectuate the legislative intent, they 
should be reasonably construed so that, without un
necessary burden to the district, all children entitled 
thereto may be furnished transportation as nearly 
complete as is reasonably possible. Under such 
statutes no discretion is conferred on the school 
board to expand the statutory delegation of power. 

11 (Emphasis added) . 
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There are no Missouri cases interpreting Section 167.231 with respect to the 
manner in which the distances are to be measured, so we must look to the tei·ms 
of the statute to ascertain the intent of the legislature by giving the language 
thereof its plain and ordinary meaning. State ex rei. Dravo Corporation v. 
Spradling, 515 S.W.2d 512 (Mo. 1974). 

In seeking to ascertain the legislature's intent and purpose, a co~,.~rt is 
to be guided by what the legislature has said, and not what the court may 
think it meant to say. United Air Lines, Inc. v. State Tax Commission, 37.7 
S,W.2d 444 (Mo. Bane 1964). The question that must be asked, therefore, is 
whether the words of the statute indicate an intention on the part of the legis
.lature to measure the distances from home to school along a direct route or 
along a route reasonably safe. for pedestrian traffic. The words "mile" or "one
half mile" ordinarily comport no more than an objective distance, and in the. 
absence of any other indicia of legislative intent, these words should be given 
their plain and ordinary meaning. 

An aspect of the legislative history of Section 167.231 ·is significant. 
Prior to 1965, that section did not contain a provision for an election, the 
favorable result of which would empower school districts to transport pupi Is 
living one-half mile or more from school. That provision was added in 1965 
and was accompanied by the following emergency clause, Laws 1965, p. 288: 

"Whereas in populous school districts where 
traffic is heavy, it is extremely hazardous for chil
dren to walk to and from school, and the longer the 
distance walked the more hazards incurred; and 
whereas on and after the first day of July, 1965, 
school districts, by law, may not transport children 
living less than one mile from school, this act is 
necessary for the immediate preservation of the 
public peace, health and safety and an emergency 
exists within the meaning of the constitution. This 
act, therefore, shall be in full force and effect when 
signed by the governor or on and after July 1, 1965, 
wl)ichever occurs last." (Emphasis supplied) 

It is clear that the General Assembly was cognizant of traffic hazards 
when it amended Section 167.231 in 1965, and recognized the lack of authority 
under the statute for school districts to transport children living less than one 
mile from school. Yet the legislature's solution to the problem was an imme
diate enactment of the election option to provide transportation to those who 
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lived between one-half mile and one mile from the school where the school 
board and the community deemed it advisable for safety reasons. If the legis
lature had intended that safety be taken into consideration in measuring the. 
distances already set forth in the statute, the 1965 amendment would not have 
been necessary, and we cannot presume that the legislature intended a need
less act. Wright v. J. A. Tobin Construction Company, 365 S. W. 2d 742 
(K. C. Mo.App. 1963). ·under these circumstances, it appears that the legisla
ture intended that the distances mentioned in the statute were to be measured 
in an objective manner, allowing individual school districts to deal with safety 
problems of children residing over one-half mile from the school by means of an 
election for additional transportation. It appears that the legislative intent was 
that, in school districts coming within the provisions of Section 167.231, pupi Is 
living within one-half mile of the school could not be transported no matter 
what hazardous conditions exist. 

Sti II other evidence of the legislative intent is found by referring to 
other situations in which the legislature has conferred authority to provide 
pupil transportation. While Section 167.231 applies to six-director and urban 
school districts, the board of directors of a metropolitan school district is 
authorized in Section 162. 621, RSMo 1969, to: 

11 (8) Provide for the gratuitous transporta
tion of pupi Is to and from schools in cases where by 
reason of sp.ecial circumstances pupi Is are required 
to attend schools at unusual distances from their res
idencies . 11 

The legislature's decision to confer this broad authority on metropolitan school 
districts further indicates that such discretion was not to be exercised by other 
types of districts. 

In Opinion No. 79, 1933, this office interpreted Section 9354, Laws 1933, 
p. 388, a prior transportation statute. That statute required a school board 
under certain circumstances to maintain an elementary school: 

11 
• within three arid one-half miles by the near

est traveled road of the home of every child of school 
age within said school district: . . Provided how-
ever, no transportation shall be furnished if there be 
any school within three and one-half miles of such 
pupil. 11 
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The question presented in Opinion No. 79 was whether the mileage was to be 
measured from the pupil's front gate ot- fmm the door of his home. Relying 
on cases from other jurisdictions, the opinion ruled that measurement "as the 
crow flies" was inappropriate. Looking to the language of the statute and the 
probable legislative intent, the opinion also ruled that the distance should be 
measured "door to door" along the "nearest traveled road" or roads as provided 
in the statute. 

Later revisions of the statute did not include the terms "by the nearest 
traveled road," but in Opinion No. 21, 1969, this office ruled that the "door to 
door" standard along a traveled route as set forth in Opinion No. 79 was appli
cable to the present statute. 

Opinion No. 21, however, further stated that the route used to measut-e 
the applicable distance should be a route reasonably safe for pedestrian traffic. 

While this result seems desirable in terms of the welfare and safety of 
the pupils, Opinion No. 21 did not set forth any legal authority for its conclu
sion. Our research has not revealed any case where safety was taken into 
consideration in construing a statute phrased only in terms of mileage. In 
fact, in at least one case, the opposite result has been reached. 

A New York statute required school districts to furnish transportation 
for children residing mo~ than two miles from the school. In the case of 
Studley v. Allen, 24App. Div. 678, 261 N.Y.S.2d 138 (1965), the court 
held that "the legislative yardstick is distance, which is, objectively, readily 
ascertainable, and not hazard which involves a myriad of factors. 11 

We have demonstrated above those rules of statutory construction and 
indicia of legislative intent which compel the conclusion that the distances from 
home to school are to be measured along the most direct traveled route from the 
door of the pupil's home to the door of the school. Opinion No. 21, insofar as 
it suggests otherwise, is no longer to be followed. While this result may 
appear harsh, we note that a remedy is within the power of the district itself, 
as to transportation for all children living over one-half mile from school, who 
shall be furnished transportation upon two-thirds vote of the taxpayers in the 
district. However, there is no authorization for transportation of pupils living 
v..within one-half mile of the school. If this solution is not adequate, then it is 
within the province of the legislature to amend the controlling statute. 

-7-



I I I I 

Honorable Paul L. Bradshaw 

In light of this conclusion, it is unnecessary to respond to your ques
tion SC. In question 50, you inquire as to the effect of the manner of measure
ment in Section 167.231 on the computation of said aid found in Section 163.161 
(H. B. 131, 79th General Assembly). Prior to this recent enactment, a speci
fied dollar amount of state aid for transportation was distributed on the basis 
of the number of pupils transported per mile. See Section 163. 161, RSMo 
Supp. 1975. The new enactment, however, eliminated the 11 pupil per mile 11 

calculation, and provides as follows: 

11 1; Any school district which makes provi
sion for transporting pupils as provided in sections 
167.231 and 167.241, RSMo, shall receive state aid 
for the ensuing year for such transportation on the 
basis of the cost of pupil transportation services pro
vided the current year. A district shall receive an 
amount not greater than eighty percent of the allow
able costs of providing pupil transportation services 
to and from school, except that in no case shall a 
district receive an amount per pupi I greater than one 
hundred twenty-five percent of the state average ap
proved cost per pupi I transported the second preced
ing school year. The state board of education shall 
approve all bus routes and determine the total miles 
each distriot should have for effective and economical 
transportation of the pupi Is and shall determine 
allowable costs. 11 

This new section distributes state aid on the basis of the actual cost of 
transportation, and permits the State Board of Education to supervise local 
districts by approving bus routes, determining what costs will be allowable 
and by determining the total miles each district should have for effective and 
economical transportation of the pupils. Except for the determination of allow
able costs, these supervisory functions also appeared in the prior formula. 
These supervisory functions were vested in the State Board to insure that 
local districts do not unnecessarily inflate the costs of pupi I transportation, 
and it does not appear that this section would have any effect on the manner 
in which distances are measured pursuant to Section 167.231. Since the 
determination of 11 total miles each district should have for effective and econo
mical transportation of the pupils 11 bears on the computation of state aid only 
insofar as it serves to prevent overlapping routes or other inefficient use of 
transportation services, the State Board may measure those miles in any rea
sonable way to effectuate that purpose. 
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Returning now to your questions numbered 1 through 4, the first situa
tion outlined contemplates the furnishing of transportation to pupils in kindet-
garten through eighth grade living less than one mile and more than one half
mile from school where there has not been a favorable vote at an election held 
in accordance with Section 167.231. We have already concluded that those dis
tances are to be measured by the most direct traveled route from the pupil's 
home to the school. While the district's concern for the safety and welfare of 
these youngsters is commendable, its powers are circumscribed by the terms 
of the applicable statute. As stated in Cape Girardeau School Dist. No. 63 
v. Frye, 225 S.W.2d 484, 488 (St.L.Mo.App. 1949), 

" . A board of directors (of a school district) is 
but a creature of statute, and its members can exer
cise no authority unless the same is either expressly 
conferred or else arises by necessary implication 
from the powers that are conferred. " 

In this instance, Section 167.231 is clear in setting forth the authority 
of a school board to furnish transportation at taxpayer's expense. The district 
must provide transportation to those living more than three and one-half miles 
from school, and it may provide transportation for those I iving one mile or 
more away in its discretion. How€ver, absent a favorable election as provided 
in the stautute, a school district has no authority to transport pupils living 
less than one mile but mo.re than one-half mile from school. This condusion 
was stated by the legislature itself in the emergency clause quoted above, 
Laws 1965, p. 288, when it enacted the election procedure. You indicated 
that the district here involved conducted such an election but that the proposi
tion did not receive enough favorable votes to carry. As stated in 79 C .J. S., 
Schools & School Districts, Section 475, p. 405: 

"In the absence of statute a school district owes no 
duty to transport pupi Is to and from schools, and 
any duty it may have is purely statutory and is 
limited by the terms of the statute." (Emphasis 
added). 

A general principal of statutory construction is that where special 
methods are prescribed for the exercise of a power, other powers or proce
dures are excluded. Brown v. Morris, 290 S. W. 2d 160 (Mo. Bane 1956) . 
Therefore, in the absence of a favorable election in accordance with the pro
cedure set forth in Section 167. 231, a school district has no power to implement 
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a "barrier street policy" where pupils who live less than one mile and more 
than one-half mile from school are furnished transportation. 

A similar result is mandated with respect to children living less than 
one-half mile as described in your question number 3. Section 167.231 does 
not confer authority to transport such pupi Is under any circumstances, and 
as stated above, a school district may exercise only those powers which are 
expressly conferred. Cape Girardeau School Dist. v. Frye, supra. As we 
noted earlier in this opinion, the legislature has conferred broad authority 
to the directors of a metropolitan district to transport pupils who "by reason 
of special circumstances" are required to attend school "at unusual distances 
from their residences~" Section 162.621, RSMo 1969. The.absence of such 
a broad discretion as ·applied to the school districts governed by Section 
.167.231 indicates even more strongly that such districts are limited in the 
exercise of their powers to furnish transportation only in accordance with 
the terms of the statute. We therefore conclude that the district is not author
ized to transport pupils living less than one-half mile. from school pursuant 
to a "barrier street policy" as described in question 3. 

Our negative rulings on questions 1 and 3 make it unnecesssary to rule 
on the matters contained in questions 2 and 4. 

Conclusion 

-It is the opinion of this office that: 

a} the distances set forth in Section 167.231, RSMo Supp. 1975, are 
to be measured from the door of the pupil's home to the door of the school along 
the most direct traveled route; 

b) an urban school district governed by Section 167. 231 has no 
authority to transport pupils at district expense living less than one mile but 
more than one-half mile from school absent a favorable election for that pur
pose in accordance with that section; 

c) an urban school district governed by Section 167.231 has no 
authority to transport pupils at district expense who live less than one-half 
mile from school. 
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The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared by my 
assistant, Sheila K. Hyatt. 

Yours very truly, 

(~~ .:.~.-·;.;~!·"~ .. ;,.,~,· '""~'~ ~:;;. . 
t~ • 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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October 24, 1977 

(314) 751-3321 

OPINION LETTER NO. 189 

Mrs. Carolyn Ashford, Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
1014 Madison Street 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mrs. Ashford: 

This is in response to your recent opinion request, 
wherein you asked: 

"Pursuant to Section 260.215, RSMo Supp. 
1975, does a city or county have the au
thority to require, by ordinance or county 
court order, that all solid waste, or cer
tain categories thereof, generated within 
the jurisdiction of the city or county be 
disposed of at approved resource recovery 
(recycling) facilities, rather than being 
buried a·t landfills?" 

The starting point of the inquiry is the statute itself. 
Section 260.215.1, relating to the regulation of solid waste, 
states in relevant part: 

llExcept as otherv.rise provided .in subsec
tion 4, each city and each county • 
shall provide • • • for the collection 
and disposal of solid wastes within its 
boundaries; • 11 

Section 260.215.2 provides that: 

"Any city or county may adopt ordinances, 
rules, regulations or standards for the 
storage, collection, transportation, proc
essing or disposal of solid wastes •••• 11 



Mrs. Carolyn Ashford 

Section 260.215.4 essentially provides that the powers 
conferred upon cities and counties by Section 260.215 shall 
not be available to any unincorporated area in a second, third 
or fourth class county, or in a first class county having a pop
ulation of more than one hundred fifty thousand and not having 
a charter form of government, nor to incorporated cities having 
a population of five hundred or less in such counties. However, 
the governing body of an exempted city, village or county may 
elect, after notice and public hearing, to avail itself of the 
powers conferred by Section 260.215. Thus, it appears that 
the powers conferred upon local governments by the statute 
are available to all cities and counties. 

The regulation of the collection of garbage and refuse is 
a governmental function falling within the police powers of the 
state or municipality. 7 McQuillin, Municipal Corporations, 
§24.242, p. 81 (3d Rev. Ed. 1968) i Craig v. City of Macon, 543 
S.W.2d 772 (Mo. Bane 1976). The legislature;-by Section260.215, 
has given cities and counties wide latitude in dealing with the 
health hazards, nuisances and environmental pollution 11 t.hat 
necessarily accompany the accumulation and unmanaged disposal 
of garbage, refuse and filth." Craig v. City of Macon, supra, 
at 777. I·t is clear that cities and countles-r:ili\ffssourr,·-a.s-
a function of the police powers delegated to them, can control 
not only the collection of solid wastes, but also the processing 
and disposal thereof. Section 260.215.2; see also, McQuillin, 
supra, §24.253. From the scope of the language found in Sec
tion 260.215, it appears that the legislature intended to give 
cities and counties the maximum permissible authority over 
the management of solid wastes. The only question is whether 
the police power may be extended to the requirement that wastes 
be disposed of at resource recovery facilities rather than ~t 
landfills. 

The limiting factor in police power regulation, once the 
city or county is authorized to act on the subjec·t matteJ::-, is 
whether the regulatory measure is reasonable. Bellerive Invest
ment Co. v. Kansas ~ity, 13 S.W.3d 628 (Mo. 1929); Fl~. Valie~i 
Shopplng Center v. St .. Louis County, 528 S.W.2d 749 (Mo. Bane 
19 7sy:--TheMissouri courts~ ha-ve he.ld that a ci t.y may validly 
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restrict collection of garbage and refuse within the city 
to a single scavenger or waste hauler. .Y~l:J.:.?::.X-.£Pring Ho_g:_ 
Ranch v. P lagmann, 2 2 0 S. W. 1 (Mo. Bane f9 2 0) ; Harper v. 
Richardson, 297 s.w. 141 (K.C.Ct.App. 1927). I~ is also 
reasonable for a city to require all householders to pay 
a service charge for collection of solid wastes, whether or 
not an individual householder desires or uses the collection 
service. Craig v. City of Macon, supra. 

While no case from a Missouri court or any other juris
diction has directly addressed the issue at hand, it is clear 
from the cases cited above that the Missouri courts have 
given local governments wide latitude in dealing with threats 
to public health and welfare. As stated in Craig v. City of 
Maca~, supra, at 775: --------·--·-----

111When a city is given the power to do 
a certain thing it is necessarily left 
with large discretion as to the method 
to be adopted and the manner in which 
it is to be done.' Wilhoit v. City of 
Springfield, 237 Mo.App. 775, 1'7T ..... s~·w.2d 
95, 98 (1943) f • II 

Moreover, a presumption of reasonableness attaches t.o police 
power ordinances. Craig v. City of Macon, ~upra.:. 

We are aware of the argument that recycling of solid wastes 
results in fewer health hazards and pollution problems than does 
disposal of the same types of wastes in landfills. Some would 
also argue that public welfare is better served by burning solid 
wastes for generation of electricity, thus conserving scarce 
natural resources. We believe that these considerations, if 
true, could legitimately be taken into account by the govern
ing body of a city or county in making a legislative choice as 
to the most desirable method of disposing of solid waste. 

The police power is not rigid and inflexible. It mus·t of 
necessity be somewhat elastic in order to meet: changing condi
tions in our complex society. Graff v. Priest, 201 S.W.2d 945 
(Mo. 1947), cert. denied, 332 u-:-s:--7io:---wheth.er a city or 
county desires to require recycling of some or all solid 
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wastes generated within its jurisdiction is a legislative 
choice. However, in light of the recognized health hazards 
presented by garbage and refuse, and the latitude given to 
local governments in dealing with such problems, Crai~ 
City o~~-Mac~, supra, we cannot say that such a cFiOICe 
would be unreasonable, or that. the mandatory recycling of 
solid waste is not rationally related to the protection of 
public health and welfare. We believe that the police power 
is sufficiently broad to contemplate new methods of handling 
and disposing of the wastes generated daily in our industri
alized society. 

We make no at:ternpt in this opinion letter to determine 
whether a city or county can require that solid wastes be dis
posed of at a particular resource recovery facility, to the 
exclusion of other approved facilities of a ~imilar nature. 
The question is beyond the scope of the request. Moreover, 
resolution of the question would involve an analysis of the 
specific facts of the case, which facts are not before us. 

It. is our view that a city or coun·ty may, pursuant to 
the police powers granted to it by Section 260.215, RSMo 
Supp. 1975, require that all solid wastes, or certain cate
gories thereof, generated within the jurisdiction of the city 
or county be disposed of at approved solid waste recovery fa
cilities, rather than be buried at landfills. 

Yours very truly, 
~~ .. , 

/;)f,:J;~;,.(~~~~~,-
C.F'J6IIN ASHCROFT 

Attorney General 
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DEPUTIES: 
SHERIFFS : 
COUNTY COURT : 

The sheriff of a first class county 
without a charter form of government 
has the exclusive authority to hire 
or fire deputies, assistants , and 
other employees in his office and to 

COMPENSATION: 

establish the compensation for his staff within the limits of the 
al locations made for that purpose by the county court . 

October 7, 1977 

Mr. Jerome E. Brant 
County Counselor of Clay County 
17 East Kansas 
Liberty, Missouri 64068 

Dear Mr. Brant: 

OPINION NO. 191 

This letter is in response to your opinion request on the 
following question: 

"Does the Clay County Court have any authority 
to determine what deputies or other employees 
the sheriff of Clay County would hire, or any 
authority to set the salaries of deputy sheriffs, 
or other employees, within the sheriff's office?" 

Clay County is a first class county without a charter form 
of government . Therefore, Section 57.201 applies to Clay County. 

An applicable statute is Section 57.201, RSMo Supp. 1975, 
which states : 

"1 . The sheriff of all counties of the first 
class not having a charter form of government 
shall appoint such deputies , assistants and 
other employees as he deems necessary for the 
proper discharge of the duties of his office 
and may set their compensation within the lim
its of the a llocations made for that purpose 
by the county court . . The compensation for the 
deputies, ass.istants and employees shall be 
paid in equal installments out of the county 
treasury in the same manner as other county 
.employees are paid. 

"2 . The deputies, assistants and employees 
shal l ho l d office at the p l easur e of the 
sheriff." 



Mr. Jerome E. Brant 

It is the intent of the leqislature to clearly rcyuirc th~L 
the sheriff of all counties of the first closs not havinq a charter 
form o( government appoint his deputies, assis tants , and other em
ployees a nd set their compensation within the limits of the alloca
tions made for that purpose by the county court . Deference should 
be paid to the manifest legislative intent. In construing statutes, 
the object is to ascertain the intent of the legislature from the 
plain words in the enactment. 

In addition to Section 57.201.1, it is noted that Section 57 . 
201 .2 requires that all deputies , assistants , and employees hold 
office at the pleasure of the sheriff. This further manifests the 
intent of the legislature to give complete supervisory authority 
including the authority to hire and fire to the sheriff in relation 
to his deputies, assistants , and employees . 

\ve now turn to the matter of compensation of these employees . 
The language in Section 57.201.1 indicates that the sheriff "may " 
set their compensation within the limits of the allocations made 
for that purpose by the county court . We note that Section 50 . 
540 .4, RSMo 1969, provides that the budget officer of a first class 
county shall recommend and the county court shall fix all salaries 
of employees other than those established by law . It is our view 
that Section 57 . 201 . 1 establishes by law that the sheriff in coun
ties of the first class not having a charter form of government 
may set the compensation of the employees within the limits of the 
allocation made for that purpose by the county court . It is noted, 
however, that any compensation established by the sheriff for his 
deputies , assistants, and other employees is subject to the limits 
of the allocation made for that purpose by the county court . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the sheriff of a first 
class county without a charter form of government has the exclusive 
authority to hire or fire deputies, assistants, and other employees 
in his office and to establish the compensation for his staff with
in the limits of the allocations made for that purpose by the county 
court. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, Terry C. Allen . 
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Yours very truly, 

HNASHCR~~ 
Attorney General 



October 24, 1977 

Honorable James I. Spainhower 
State Treasurer 
Room 229, Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Spainhower: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 192 
Answer by Letter - Hyatt 

Fl LED 
jq~ 

This letter is Issued In response to your opinion request asking whether 
the state treasurer has the responsibility to perform certain duties assigned to 
him by House Committee Substitute for Senate Substitute for Senate Bill 234, 
enacted by the 79th General Assembly. For the purpose of brevity, we wi II 
refer to this legislation as the County Sales Tax Act. Generally, this act 
enables the governing body of certain counties to Impose a sales tax for the 
benefit of the county upon a favorable vote of the citizens thereof. If the sales 
tax Is Imposed by the governing body of the county, no city sales tax may be 
Imposed by any city, town or village located wholly or partially within the 
county. The tax Is to be Implemented generally In accordance with the state 
sales tax laws set forth In Sections 144. 010 to 144.510, RSMo, and is to be 
collected by the dl rector of revenue. 

Section 5(1) of the County Sales Tax Act requires the state treasurer 
to deposit the taxes collected by the director of revenue In a special trust fund 
to be known as the "County Sales Tax Trust Fund. 11 Section 5(1) goes on to 
state: 

" . • . The moneys In the county sales tax trust fund 
shall not be deemed to be state funds and shall not be 
commingled with any funds of the state. • . . " 



Honorable James I. Spainhower 

The treasurer Is further requl red to distribute the funds to the county 
and to Its cities, towns and villages according to the method prescribed. In 
addition, under Section 5(4), the director of revenue may authorize the state 
treasurer to make refunds from the amounts In the trust fund, and If the tax 
Is abolished, the director of revenue shall authorize the state treasurer under 
certain circumstances to remit the balance In the account of the county and to 
close the account of that county. 

In 1969, the General Assembly enacted the City Sales Tax Act, now 
codified In Sections 9". 500 to 94.570, RSMo. The duties Imposed on the state 
treasurer by that act were Identical In all relevant respects to the duties Im
posed by the new County Sales Tax Act being considered here. Additionally, 
the City Sales Tax Act provides for the establishment of a city sales tax trust 
fund which is similarly "not to be deemed state funds." Section 94. 550(1), 
RSMo. 

In Opinion No. 110 (1970), a copy of which Is enclosed, this office ruled 
that the legislature could not Impose such duties on the state treasurer by reason 
of Article IV, Section 15 of the Missouri Constitution, which provides In part: 

" . . • No duty shall be Imposed on the state trea
surer by law which Is not related to the receipt, In
vestment, custody and disbursement of!.!!!!_ funds." 
(Emphasis supplied) 

Because the city sales tax act expressly declared that the moneys collected 
thereunder were not to be deemed state funds, Opinion No. 110 ruled that the 
duties Imposed on the state treasurer by that act were violative of the above
quoted constitutional provision. 

Opinion No. 110 went on, however, to conclude that the portion of the 
City Sales Tax Act Imposing ooconstltutlonal duties on the state treasurer 
could be severed from the balance of the act. Based on the reasoning of that 
opinion and the similarity between the two acts, we conclude that the legisla
ture may not Impose the duties set forth In the County Sales Tax Act upon the 
state treasurer, but that the portion of the act Imposing these duties can be 
severed from the balance of the act. 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



~~OJ~l7 :ffc:~l8J'Ct~c/ J:fdv~tt/~t; 
.JEFFERSON CITY 

.JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

September 27, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 194 

Honorable Steven M. Gardner 
Representative, 92nd District 
609 Twigwood Drive 
Ballwin, Missouri 63011 

Dear Mr. Gardner: 

This letter is in response to your question asking as 
follows: 

"A. May a Fire Protection District, located 
in a First Class County, add territory 
and extend its limits beyond the boun
daries of the First Class County? 

"B. Does the answer to the previous question 
vary, according to whether the Fire Pro
tection District was incorporated before 
or after 1969?" 

(314) 751-3321 

We are enclosing a copy of our Opinion No. 335-1970 which 
is self-explanatory. We believe that the reasoning of that opin
ion is applicable to the first question that you ask. 

Although that opinion referred specifically to third class 
counties, the powers of the board of directors of fire protection 
districts in first class counties are provided for in Section 
321.600, RSMo, which states, similarly to the powers quoted in 
Opinion No. 335-1970, regarding Section 321.220, RSMo, that the 
prosecuting attorney for the county in which the fire protection 
district is located shall prosecute such violations in magis
trate court of that county. 



honorable Steven M. Gardner 

The other sections relied upon in such opinion are applicable 
to first class counties. We find no statutory changes since that 
opinion was rendered in 1970 to affect the conclusion reached. 

Therefore, in answer to your first question, the fire pro
tection district located in a first class county does not have 
the authority to extend its limits beyond the boundaries of the 
first class county. 

In answer to your second question, we find no reason to 
distinguish a fire protection district incorporated before or 
after 1969 with respect to such powers. Therefore, we conclude 
that such a fire protection district located in a first class 
county, incorporated before or after 1969, does not have authority 
to now extend its limits beyond the boundaries of the county. 

Enclosure: Op. No. 335, 
7/1/70, Parrish 

Very truly yours, 

,/' 0,~ AA', ~" A ~-
.ro., _ _u:~~rr-""<1.-~ ~~y- ~~~.~,------

. tJ __ g 
ASHCROFT 

Attorney General 
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LAGERS: 
PENSIONS: 
COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT 

AND TRAINING ACT: 

1. A polit i cul s ubdivisi o n whi c h 
is a member of the Migsouri Loc;1l 
Government Employees' Retire ment 
System (LAGERS) may not withhold f r om 
LAGERS the employer's share of con td

butions for full-time employees whose salaries are funded through the 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 . 2. The Missouri 
Local Government Employees ' Retirement System (LAGERS) may not refund 
to a political subdivision the employer's contributions attributable 
to any such employee who terminates his employment prior to the 
vesting of his benefits. 

OPINION NO. 196 

November 30, 1977 

Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 
State Auditor 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

De ar Mr. Keyes: 
·-

FIL ED 

I 96 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your request for a formal 
opinion of this office which reads as follows: 

"May a political subdivision which is a member 
of the Missouri Local Government Employees ' 
Retirement System (LAGERS) withhold from LAGERS 
the employer's share of contributions for full
time employees whose salaries and fringe benefits 
are funded through the Comprehensive Employment 
and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) until such time 
as the benefits for such employees vest? 

"If the answer to the preceding question is no, 
may LAGERS refund to the political subdivision 
the employer ' s contributions attributable to any 
such employee who terminates his employment prior 
to the vesting of his benefits?" 

First of all, it should be noted that this opinion is applicable 
only to those full-time employees whose salaries are funded through 
the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) . In 
addition, by the term "fringe benefits" the assumption is made that 
you are referring to retirement benefits. 



Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

In the opinion request, it is indicated that announce d r e g ula 
tions of the u.s . Department of Labor regarding the use of Compre 
hensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) monies r e quire a 
reserve funding method to be applied to contributions for retire
ment benefits. Under such method , employer contributions paid 
from CETA funds must be set aside in a separate reserve account 
and may be transferred into the retirement system only if the 
employee ' s benefits become vested or the employee becomes an 
unsubsidized employee (no longer paid using CETA funds). It 
is further our understanding that these regulations became effective 
on October 1, 1977 , but that a prime sponsor or eligible applicant 
which is in a state whose l aw pr~vents the implementation of 
procedures required by Section 98.25 may request an extension . 
However, such extension may be granted only upon a showing by an 
opinion of the State Attor ney General that: (1) the state legislature 
must change or modify a particular state law or laws so that the 
prime sponsor or eligible applicant may comply with Section 98.25 
of the regulations in its use of CETA funds; (2) the procedures of 
Section 98 . 25 of the regul ations may not be legally implemented by 
order of the Governor or by other executive authorities; and (3) the 
necessary changes and modifications cannot be completed by Oc tober 1, 
1977 . 

With the above principles in mind , the statutes relating to 
the operation of Local Government Employees ' Retirement System, 
commonly referred to as LAGERS , are found in Sections 70.600 
through 70.760 , of the Missouri Revised Statutes. In this regard , 
the terms "employee" and "employer" are defined in part in sub
sections (10) and (11) of Section 70.600, RSMo Supp . 1975 , as 
fol lows : 

11 (10) ' Employee ', any person regularly em
p l oyed by a political subdivision who 
receives compensation from the political 
subdivision for personal services rendered 
the political subdivision , • . . 

" (11) ' Employer ', any political subdivision 
which has elected to have a l l its eligible 
employees covered by the system;" 

Similarly, the composition of the membership of LAGERS, 
is set forth in Section 70. 630 , RSMo Supp . 1975 , and provides 
in part as fo l lows: 

- 2 -
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"1. The membership of the system s ha ll i nc l ud e 
the f ollowing persons: 

(1) All employees wh o are neith er 
p o licemen nor firemen who are i n t he e mploy of 
a political subdivision the day p r ecedin g the 
date such political subdivision b ecomes an 
employer and who continue in such e mp loy on 
and after such date shall become members of 
the system. 

(2) All persons who become employed by 
a political subdivisioP a s neither policemen 
nor firemen on or after t he date such political 
subdivision becomes a n employer shall become 
members of the system." 

As a result of the above-statutory provisions, we conclude 
that if a political subdivision elects to have all its eligible 
employees covered by LAGERS, then the individual employee is 
required to participate in LAGERS and the political subdivision 
may not withhold from LAGERS the employer's s hare of contributions 
for full-time employees whose salaries and fringe benefits are funded 
through CETA. In so holding, we need not and do not resolve 
the question of whether or not retirement benefits as to this re
tirement system are gratuities or de ferred compensation. See 
Police Retirement System of Kansas City v. City of Kansas City, 
Missouri , 529 S.W.2d 388 (Mo. 1975). Further, we are of the view 
that the procedures of Section 98 . 25 of the regulations may not 
be legally implemented by an order of the Governor, the reason 
being that an executive order is not a "law." See State ex rel 
McKittrick v. Missouri Public Service Commission, 175 S.W.2d 857, 
861 (Mo . Bane 1943) . 

In response to your second question, the statutory provisions 
relating to employer ' s contributions are found in Se ction 70.730, 
RSMo 1969 . In reviewing these statutory provisions, we find no 
authority for LAGERS to refund to a political subdivision the 
employer's contributions attributable to any employee who terminates 
his employment prior to the vesting of his benefits. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that: 

1. A political subdivision which is a me mber of the 
Missouri Local Government Employees' Retirement System (LAGERS) 
may not withhold from LAGERS the employer's share of contributions 
for full - time employees whose salaries are funded through the 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973. 

-3-



Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

2 . The Missouri Local Government Employees' Retirement 
System (LAGERS) may not refund to a political subdivision the 
employer ' s contributions attributable to any such employee 
who terminates his employment prior to the vesting of his 
benefits. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, B. J . Jones. 

truly, 

Attorney General 
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December 28, 1977 

OPINION LETTEP NO . 199 
Answer by letter- Wieler 

---... .. 

Honorable Samuel c . Jones 
Prosecuting ~ttorney 
Lawrence County 
P . o. Box 246 
Mt. Vernon , Missouri 65712 

FILED I 
i~tfq 

Dear !1r. Jones : 

This l etter is in r esponse to your r equest for an opinion 
as to the permissible length for use on the highways of this 
state of a vehicle consisting o f a self-propelled motor vehicle 
desi gned for carriage of freight as well as for drawing of a 
semi-traile r, and capable of being used for such pur poses 
separate l y or simultaneously, when such vehicle i s used in 
combination with a semi-trailer. 

Section 304.170, RS~o Supp. 1975 , sets up t he applicab le 
length limits for motor vehicles in this state . Subsection 5 
of Section 304.170, states as follows: 

"No combination of truck-tractor and semi
trailer operated upon the highways of this 
state shall have a length, including load, 
in excess of fifty-five feet, except that 
such a comb ination specially designed to 
transport motor veh icles may itself have a 
length , including load, of sixty feet. " 

Subsection 6 of Section 304 . 170 states as follows: 

"No other combination of veh icles operated 
upon the highways of this state shall have 
an overall length , unladen or with l oad, in 



Honorable Samuel c . Jones 

excess of sixty-five feet on state primar y 
highways or on interstate routes plus a dis
tance not to exceed five mi l es from any state 
primar y or i nter state highway or in excess of 
fifty-five feet on any other high'ttay ; provided , 
however, the state highway commission may 
desi gnate additional routes for use by such 
sixty-five foot combination; provided, further, 
any vehicle or combination of vehicles trans
porting automobiles or other mot or vehicles 
may carry a load which extends no more than 
three feet beyond the front and four f eet 
beyond the rear of the transporting vehicle 
or combination of vehicles." 

The definitions applicable to the t erms set forth above 
are contained in Section 301.010, RS~1o Supp. 1975. Subsection 
(28) of Section 301.010 defines t he term "truck-tractor " as a 
self-propelled motor vehicle designed f or drawing other vehicles, 
but not for the carriage of any load when operating independently . 
Subsection (29) of Section 301.010 defines "trailer" as any 
vehicl e without motive power designed for carrying property or 
passengers on its own structure while being drawn by a self
propelled vehi cle . This definition includes a semi-trail er of 
the t ype designed and used in conjunction with a self-propelled 
vehicle where a considerable part of its own weight r ests upon 
and i s carried by the towing vehicle. Subsection (3 0 ) of Sec
tion 301.010 defines "truck" as a motor vehicle designed or 
used for the transportation of propert y . 

In your opinion r equest , you ask whether the above-described 
vehicle is limited to fifty-five feet in length under t he provi
sions of subsection 5 of Section 304.170, or whether such vehicle 
can have a length of sixty-five f eet on certain highways in 
accordance with the provisions of subsection 6 of Section 304 .17 0 . 
The question of whet her or not a t owing vehicle meet s the defini
tion of "truck-tract or" or t he definition of "truck " is a f actual 
one . Obvious l y, the attachment of a sham or makeshift freight 
compartment to a towing unit designed for drawing other vehicles 
and not for the carriage of any l oad when operating independent ly 
would be insufficient to change t he character of that unit from 
a "truck-tractor " to a "truck . " However , from the description 
given, it seems clear t hat t he towi ng vehicle in this i nstance 
is not simpl y a vehicle designed f or pulling a trailer but 
rathe r a vehicl e designed for t he carriage of freight in addi
tion to use as a to'tling vehicle . This being so , the definition 
of "truck-tractor" as used in subsecti on 5 of Section 304 . 170, 
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is not applicable . This vehicle is designed for the carriage 
of f r eight when operated independently . Therefore, the combina
tion of such a towing unit and a semi-trailer would cons titute 
a ' combination of vehicles " as such term i s used in subsection 6 
of Section 304.17 0 . Such a combination could be operated at a 
l ength of sixty-five f eet over state primary hi ghways or on 
interstate routes plus a distance not to exceed five miles from 
any state primary or inters tate highway , or any additional route 
designated for such use by t he State Highway Commission . 

Very truly yours , 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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GOVERNOR: 
OFFICERS: 
STATE OFFICERS: 

Under the provisions of Section 51 
of Article IV of the Missouri Con
stitution, a nomination made during 
a session of the Senate is not sub
ject to the constitutional thirty

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW : 

day limitation in which the Senate must act since such limitation 
is applicable only to appointments made when the Senate is not 
in session. The Governor has authority to withdraw the nomina
tion of a person made during a session of the Senate at any time 
prior to adjournment of the Senate if the Senate has not acted 
on such nomination. 

OPINION NO. 203 

November 22 , 1977 

Honorable J . B. Banks 
State Senator, 5th Dis t rict 
c/o Senate Post Office 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City , Missouri 65101 

Dear Senator Banks : 

F l LE 0 

Jo0 

This opinion is in response to your questions asking for 
an interpretation of Section 51 of Article IV of the Missouri 
Constitution relative to the Governor's powers of appointment. 
For the sake of clarity , we set out the questions asked immedi
ately prior to our response to such questions . 

Section 51 of Articl e IV of the Constitution provides : 

"The appointment of al l members of admin
istrative boa rds and commissions and of all 
department and division heads, as provided 
by law, shal l be made by the governor . All 
members of administrative boards and commis
sions , all department and division heads and 
all other officials appointed by the governor 
shall be made only by and with the advice and 
consent of the senate . The authority to act 
of any person whose appointment requires the 
advice and consent of the senate shall com
mence , if the senate is in session, upon 
receiving the advice and consent of the senate . 
If the senate is not in session, the authority 
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to act shall commence immediately upon appoint
ment by the governor but shall terminate if 
the advice and consent of the senate is not 
given within thirty days after the senate has 
convened in regular or special session. If 
the senate fails to give its advice and con
sent to any appointee, that person shall not 
be reappointed by the governor to the same 
office or position." 

Your first question states: 

"1. Under the pro•1isions of section 51 
of article IV of the constitution of Missouri, 
when a person serving in an appointive posi
tion for a term certain is reappointed to 
that position for an additional term at the 
e xpiration of the first term, and when the 
Senate is in session, does such person serve 
as a continuation of the first term until 
such time as his reappointment is confirmed, 
or does his second term commence immediately 
upon appointment subject to termination if 
consent is not given?" 

It is clear that the appointment of a person when the Senate 
is in session does not entitle the person to take office. Since 
the individual has not assumed office the "appointment" is essen
tially a mere nomination to the office which requires the approval 
of the Senate before such person can act. Thus, the procedure 
while the Senate is in session is similar to that procedure 
followed by the President of the United States and the Congress 
under the United States Constitution. See Marbury v. Madison, 
5 U.S. (1 Cranch) 49, 2 L . Ed . 60 (1803). Such a procedure is 
in direct contrast to that which would be followed where the 
Senate is not in session. See McChesney v. Sampson, 23 S.W.2d 
584 (Ky .App. 1930); State ex rel. Sikes v. Williams, 121 S . W. 
64 (Mo. 1909). When a nom1nat1on 1s made during a session of 
the Senate to fill a vacancy caused by the expiration of a term 
the incumbent of the office holds over under Section 12 of Arti
cle VII of the Missouri Constitution, which provides: 

"Except as provided in this Constitution, 
and subject to the right of resignation, all 
officers shall hold office for the term thereof, 
and until their successors are duly elected or 
appointed and qualified." 
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Therefore, in answer to your first question, when such per
son is appointed while the Senate is in session, such person is 
merely nominated and the nomination itself does not constitu
tionally qualify the person to take office which means simply 
that the incumbent remains in office pursuant to Section 12 of 
Article VII, above quoted. During the period pending Senate 
approval it makes no difference whether the incumbent is the 
same person who is so nominated. Such a person nominated during 
a session does not take office until such person receives Senate 
approval. 

Your second question asks: 

"2. When a person serving in an appointive 
position for a term certain is reappointed to 
that position for an additional term at the 
expiration of the first term, and when the 
Senate is in session, but the reappointment 
is withdrawn by the governor prior to senate 
action or confirmation, but more than thirty 
(30) days after the appointment was submitted 
to the senate, does the withdrawal of the 
appointment create a tolling of the provi
sions of article IV, section 51 specifying a 
time period for confirmation, thereby result
ing in such person remaining in office as a 
continuation of the first term? Or did the 
right to serve terminate thirty (30) days 
after the convening of the senate with no 
confirmation of the reappointment being 
made?" 

The thirty-day time limitation to which you refer as pro
vided in Section 51 of Article IV, refers only to the appointment 
of persons when the Senate is not in session. This is evident 
from the express language of the provision which we have quoted 
in the second to the last sentence of the above section. The 
thirty-day limitation does not apply to nominations made when 
the Senate is in session . 

In our view the Governor has the authority to withdraw a 
nomination made when the Senate is in session at any time before 
adjournment of the Senate if the Senate has not acted on such 
nomination. Such a nominee who is already an incumbent holding 
over under the provisions of Section 12 of Article VII of the 
Constitution has the right to continue to hold over under such 
section after the Governor withdraws the nomination. 
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Your third question asks: 

"3. Under the circumstances outlined above: 

(a) Would such person be eligible for 
another appointment to the same position 
notwithstanding the fact that the senate had 
failed to act on the prior appointment within 
thirty (30) days after the submission thereof? 

(b) If not, would the fact that such per
son would not be eligible for a later such 
appointment affect th~ right , if any , as the 
person otherwise would have to occupy the 
position until a successor is appointed and 
qualified? " 

We expressed our view that the thirty-day limit does not 
apply to nominations which are made while the Senate i s in session . 
Assuming that such person ' s name is withdrawn by the Governor prior 
to the end of the regular or special session and prior to rejec
tion by the Senate , the person would be eligible for furthe r 
nomination to the same position. 

Your fourth question asks: 

"4. Is there any limit to how long a per
son can continue to serve pending the appoint
ment and qualification of a successor? " 

Generally there is no limit as to how long a person can 
continue to serve pending the nomination and qualification of 
a successor . Section 12 of Article VII of the Missouri Constitu
tion seems clear in this respect. 

However, in the absence of a precise factual situation and 
in view of the dearth of l egal precedent , we will not speculate 
as to how the courts would rule if an incumbent is nominated 
during a session but fails to receive Senate approval or is 
rejected by the Senate . If an incumbent is appointed to office 
during a recess he succeeds himself pending approval by the 
Senate within thirty days of the beginning of the session , and 
if not so approved, has no authority to hold over by virtue of 
his prior incumbency which terminated at the time of his later 
appointment . 
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CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that under the provisions 
of Section 51 of Article IV of the Missouri Constitution, a 
nomination made during a session of the Senate is not subj ect 
to the constitutional thirty-day l imitation in which the Senate 
must act since such limitation is applicable only to appoint
ments made when the Senate is not in session . The Governor has 
authority to withdraw the nomination of a person made during a 
session of the Senate at any time before adjournment of the 
Senate if the Senate has not acted on such nomination. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach . 

Very truly yours, 

~0~~ 
Attorney General 
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BONDS: 
SCHOOLS: 
STATE AUDITOR: 

The State Auditor does have authority to 
register refunding building bonds of the 
Sedalia School District No. 200 of Pettis 
County , Missouri. Our opinion is limited 
solely to the facts presented. 

OPINION NO. 204 

December 29, 1977 

Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 
State Auditor 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Keyes: 

This opinion is in response to your question asking: 

"Should the State Auditor ' s Office regis
ter $1,770,000 Refunding Building Bonds 
of Sedalia School District No. 200 of 
Pettis County , Missouri? " 

The facts as they appear from your correspondence and cor
respondence of attorneys representing the school district are 
that the State Auditor ' s Office has been asked to register ad
vance refunding bonds. The proceeds from the sale of the bonds 
will be invested in United States Government securities which 
have maturity dates corresponding with the dates on which the 
originally issued bonds mature or are callable. The original 
bonds are general obligation bonds with a redemption call fea
ture. As provided by law, they were issued on October 14 , 1970; 
and a principal balance of $1,870 , 000 remains outstanding. The 
unpaid bonds mature from 1978 to 1990 at an average annual 
interest rate of 6.1015%. The refunding building bonds as 
authorized under the resolution of the Sedalia School District 
No. 200 bear an average annual interest rate of 5%. An escrow 
trust agreement has been executed and the proceeds of the re
funding bond will be deposited in the escrow trust account with 
authority of the escrow trustee to invest the proceeds in United 
States Government securities. Upon the payment in full, the 
principal of and interest on the outstanding bonds , all remain
ing moneys and escrow securities in the escrow account , together 
with any interest thereon, shall be transferred to the school 
district sinking fund created and maintained exclusively for the 
purpose of holding funds to pay the principal and interest on 
all of the school district ' s outstanding general obligation 
bonds . A number of the outstanding bonds wil l mature between 
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the writing of this opinion and the redemption call which is 
eight years hence. The refunding bonds will be used to retire 
the outstanding bonds as they mature. Any remaining outstanding 
bonds shall be redeemed under the redemption call eight years 
from the date of issuance of the refunding bonds. None of the 
proceeds from the refunding bond issue including interest shall 
be used for any other purpose. 

Section 108.240, RSMo 1969, requires that any bond here
after issued by any school district in order to be valid must 
be first presented to the State ~uditor who shall register the 
same as required by law . 

Applicable law includes Article VI, Section 28 of the 
Missouri Constitution, which says: 

"For the purpose of refunding, extending, 
and unifying the whole or any part of its 
valid bonded indebtedness any county, city, 
school district , or other political cor
poration or subdivision of the state, un
der terms and conditions prescribed by 
law may issue refunding bonds not exceed
ing in amount the principal of the out
standing indebtedness to be refunded and 
the accrued interest to the date of such 
refunding bonds. The governing authority 
shall provide for the payment of interest 
at not to exceed the same rate, and the 
principal of such refunding bonds , in the 
same manner as was provided for the pay
ment of interest and principal of the bonds 
refunded. " 

Section 164.191, RSMo 1969, provides in part: 

"The board of any school district may is
sue funding and refunding bonds for the 
district, in accordance with sections 
108 . 140 to 108.170 , RSMo. • . " 

Section 16 4 .201 , RSMo 1969 , provides in part: 

" • . The board also may sell the refund
ing or renewal bonds for cash if in its 
judgment it will be to the interest of the 
school district; • . . and all sums of money 
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realized from the sale of refunding or re
newal bonds shall be used in the redemption 
of outstanding bonds of the school district." 

Section 108 . 140 , RSMo 1969 , provides : 

"The various counties in this state for them
selves , as well as for and on behalf of any 
township, or other political subdivision for 
which said counties may have heretofore issued 
any bonds , and the several cities , school 
districts or other political corporations 
or subdivisions of the state , are hereby 
authorized to refund, extend, and unify the 
whole or part of their valid bonded indebt
edness , or judgment indebtedness , and for 
such purpose may issue , negotiate, sell and 
deliver refunding bonds and with the pro
ceeds therefrom pay off, redeem and cancel 
the bonds to be refunded as the same mature 
or are called for redemption , or pay and 
cancel such judgment indebtedness , or such 
refunding bonds may be issued and delivered 
in exchange for and upon surrender and can
cellation of the bonds and coupons refunded 
thereby, or such judgment indebtedness. In 
no case shall said refunding bonds exceed 
the amount of the principal of the outstand
ing bond or judgment indebtedness to be re
funded and the interest accrued thereon to 
the date of such refunding bonds . No re
funding bond issued as provided herein shall 
be payable in more than twenty years from 
the date thereof and such refunding bonds 
shall be of the denomination of not more 
than one thousand dollars nor less than one 
hundred dollars each, and shall bear in
terest not to exceed the same rate as the 
bonds refunded , or judgment indebtedness , 
payable annually or semiannually , and to 
this end each bond shall hav~ annexed 
thereto interest coupons , and such bonds 
and coupons shall be made payable to bear-
er; provided, that nothing in this section 
shall be so construed as to prohibit any 
county , city , school district , or other po
litical corporation or subdivision of the 
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state from refunding its bonded indebted
ness without the submission of the question 
to a popular vote." (Emphasis added) 

In the matter at hand, the problem is issuing refunding 
bonds eight years in advance of the redemption call of the 
outstanding bonds while paying off some of the outstanding bonds 
as they mature during the eight year period. There appears to 
be no question under the above statutes and cases herein cited 
that refunding bonds can be legitimately issued by a school 
di s trict . The question is can this type of refunding bond be so 
issued? · Significant in this regard is State ex rel. St. Charles 
County v . Smith , 152 S . W.2d 1 (Mo.Banc 1941) , involving an issue 
of toll bridge revenue refunding bonds . The refunding bonds 
were to be issued two months prior to the call date for the 
outstanding bonds to be redeemed. During the two month period, 
the proceeds from the sale of the refunding bonds were to be 
held by a bank exclusively for the purpose of paying off the 
outstanding bonds on the call date. The court therein concluded 
that it was impractical to provide for cancellation of outstanding 
bonds simultaneously with the issue of the refunding bonds and 
furth e r stated: 

" . . • . . • All this should be done as 
expeditiously as circumstances will per
mit but the fact that there is a reason
able lapse between the maturity of the out
standing bonds and the issue of the refund
ing bonds in no sense increases the in
debtedness or makes outstanding both sets 
of bonds at the same time .' " Id . at 7 

Thus , the court further concluded that refunding bonds are not 
indebtedness in violation of the double debt prohibition in the 
Constitution . 

In the case at hand, the proceeds of the refunding bonds 
are invested for an eight year period rather than being held for 
a shorter period of time until the remaining outstanding bonds 
are be called as in the Smith case. Some of the outstanding 
bonds mature and are refunded during the eight year period . 
Pursuant to Section 1 08 .140 , the outstanding bonds are being 
paid off as they mature with proceeds of the refunding bonds . 

Other jurisdictions have considered the problem. City of 
Albuquerque v . Got t , 389 P . 2d 207 (N . M. 1964); State v . City of 
Melbourne , 93 So . 2d 371 (Fla. 1957); Rodin v . State , 417 P . 2d 
180 (Wyo . 1966); Beaumont v. Faubus , 394 S . W.2d 478 (Ark. 1965). 
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These states have approved refunding bond issues in similar cir
cumstances ranging from several years to fifteen years in lapse 
of time from the issue of the refunding bonds to the redemption 
or maturing of the outstanding bonds. There is no Missouri case 
precisely on all fours with the facts in this opinion . We are 
limiting our opinion to the precise facts. 

It has been suggested that Sections 108.140 through 108.170 
be compared to Sections 108 . 400 and 108.405, RSMo Supp. 1975. A 
comparison reveals that the latter sections do not pertain to 
the subject matter of this opinion. They pertain to counties of 
the first class having a charter form of government and a par
ticular type of refunding bond i.1 connection with such coun
ties solely . Section 108.405 places a limitation n such re
funding bonds which is dissimilar to the Section 108 . 140 bonds. 
Thus, we do not believe Sections 108.400 and 108.405 to be ap
plicable to this opinion. 

In the cases which we have reviewed including the Smith 
case and cases in other jurisdictions , one main theme permeates 
the entire area. The theme is to consider the resulting savings 
to the taxpayers in the issuance of the refunding bonds . We are 
aware that there is a resulting savings in this case in excess 
of $200,000 to the taxpayers of the Sedalia School District. 
Our view rests on the premise that the school district has 
committed the proceeds of the refunding bond including interest 
to the payment of the outstanding bonds. By doing so, prior to 
the redemption call the district is able to take advantage of a 
favorable market place and save the taxpayers a substantial amount 
of money . The district cannot use the refunding bonds for any 
other purpose which would deny the taxpayers an opportunity to 
vote on a new program as contemplated by law. Thus, there must 
be a binding escrow agreement creating the sinking fund to in
sure that the proceeds and interest are properly used. 

Having reviewed the statutes, related cases , and public 
policy, our view is that the refunding bonds contemplated by the 
Sedalia School District No. 200 are proper and that the State 
Auditor should proceed to register them. 

CONCLUSION 

It the opinion of this office that the State Auditor does 
have authority to register refunding building bonds of the 
Sedalia School District No . 200 of Pettis County, Missouri . Our 
opinion is limited solely to the facts presented. 
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The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant , Terry C. Allen. 

Yours very truly, 

~ 
OHN ASHCROFT ~ 

Attorney General 
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RECORDER OF DEEDS: 
UNIFORM COMMERCIAL CODE: 

Section 59 .310, as amended by 
Senate Bill No. 112, First Regular 
Session, 79th General Assembly, 
requires the print on any document 

to be recorded by the recorder of deeds to be 8 point and that if 
any document contains type smaller than 8 point such document must 
be accompanied by an exact typewritten copy thereof which will be 
recorded contemporaneously with the document. 

OPINION NO. 205 

December 13, 1977 

Honorable James c. Kirkpatrick 
Secretary of State 
State of Missouri 
capitol Building, Room 211 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Kirkpatrick: 

j F! LED 

' ~OS 

' --------

This opinion is in response to your question asking: 

"Does Section 59.310, as amended by S.B. 
112, apply to U.C.C. financing statements? 

If so, does 59.310 prohibit county recorders 
from accepting for recording, u.c.c. finan
cing statements which are printed in type 
smaller that 8 point? 

If Section 59.310 is applicable to U.C.C. 
financing statements and does not prohibit 
county recorders from accepting U.C.C. finan
cing statements which are printed in type 
smaller than 8 point, would the recording 
be valid to perfect a security interest?" 

Senate Bill No. 112 of the First Regular Session, 79th General 
Assembly, amended Section 59.310, RSMo 1969 and enacted a new section 
with the same number. 

Subsection 1(2) of amended Section 59.310 provides: 

"The size of print or type on any document 
to be recorded shall not be smaller than 
8 point. Should any document to be re
corded contain type smaller than 8 point, 
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such document must be accompanied by an 
exact typewritten copy thereof which will 
be recorded contemporaneously with the 
document;" 

It is our view that the above provisions make it quite clear 
that the size of print or type on any document to be recorded 
shall not be smaller than 8 point and that if any document con
tains type smaller than 8 point it must be accompanied by an exact 
typewritten copy of the document. Thus, if a portion of the print 
is smaller than 8 point the entire document must be accompanied 
by an exact typewritten copy. However, we do not believe that 
this requirement includes parenthetical instructional information. 

We note that the Uniform Commercial Code and actual past 
practice has distinguished between filing and recording in the 
recorder's office. Insofar as recording is concerned it is our 
view that this section is applicable to uniform commercial code 
documents which are to be recorded in the office of the recorder 
of deeds . Such uniform commercial code documents which are merely 
filed as distinguished from recorded by the recorder of deeds need 
not be in such type . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this offi ce that Section 59 . 310 , as 
amended by Senate Bill No. 112, First Regular Session , 79th General 
Assembly, requires the print on any document to be recorded by 
the recorder of deeds to be 8 point and that if any document contains 
type smaller than 8 point such document must be accompanied by an 
exact typewritten copy thereof which will be recorded contemporane
ously with the document . 

The foregoing opinion which I hereby approve was prepared by 
my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach . 

Very truly yours, 

~e~~ c..,~-1-~---t"rl.~· -~ .,~
JOHN ASHCROFT 
At torney General 
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NOT~RY PUBLIC: Under the provisions of Senate 
Substitute for House Bill No . 513, 

First Regular Session , 79th General Assembly , effective January 1, 
1978, notaries public commissioned before January l , 1978, and 
whose commissions extend beyond that date are not required to 
obtain the $10 , 000 bond required by Section 8 of such ~ct unless 
and until such notaries renew their commissions after the expir
ation of such terms of office. On and after January 1, 1978 , 
such notaries are subject to the civil and criminal liability 
provided in Sections 32 through 38 of the Act and have statewide 
authority to perform notarial functions under Section 3 of the 
Act . 

OPINION NO . 206 

October 26, 1977 

Honorable James C. Kirkpatrick 
Secretary of State 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Mis souri 65101 

Dear Mr. Kirkpatrick: 

Fl LE 0 

/30~ 

This opinion is in response to several questions you have 
posed concerning Senate Substitute for House Bill No. 513 , First 
Regular Session , 79th General Assembly, which becomes effective 
January 1, 1978. The first question you ask is: 

"1 . If a notary public is commissioned before 
January 1 , 1978, and has submitted the bond 
required by 486.050, RSMo 1969, is he required 
to submit a new bond to comply with Section 
8.1 , S . S.H.B . 513?" 

Section 8.1 of S . S.H.B. No . 513 provides: 

"Before receiving his commission, each 
applicant shall submit to the county clerk 
of the county within and for which he is to 
be commissioned , an executed bond commencing 
at least 30 days after the date he submitted 
his application to the secretary of state 
with a term of four years, in the sum of 
$10,000.00 with, as surety thereon , a company 
qualified to write surety bonds in this state. 
The bond shall be conditioned upon the faithful 
performance of all notarial acts in accordance 
with this chapter ." 
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Repealed Section 486.050, RSMo 1969 , r e quired that a notary 
public give a bond to the state in the sum of $2 , 000 except in 
counties of the first class in which they were required to give 
a bond in the sum of $5,000 . Such section is in effect until 
January 1 , 1978. 

Section 43 of the Act provides: 

"Nothing in this act shall be construed 
in any way as interfering with or discon
tinuing the term of office of any person now 
serving as a notary public until the term 
for which he was commissioned has expired , 
or until he has been removed pursuant to the 
provisions of this act ." 

We note that subsection 1 of Section 8, quoted above , refers 
to applicants and we believe that such language indicates its 
inapplicability to incumbents . We also are of the view that the 
posting of a proper bond is a qualification for office and 
therefore Section 43, quoted above, is applicable and indicates 
the legislative intent that the bond requirement for incumbent 
notaries is not to be changed. 

Your second question asks: 

"Is a notary public commissioned before 
January 1 , 1978, subject to the civil and 
criminal liability, outlined in Sections 32 
through 38, s.s.H.B. 513, for conduct occur
ring on or after January 1, 1978?" 

Sections 32 through 38 provide as follows: 

"SECTION 32. 1 . The maximum fee in this state 
for notarization of each signature and the 
proper recording thereof in the journal of 
notarial acts is $2.00 for each signature 
notarized . 

2. The maximum fee in this state for 
certification of a facsimile of a document, 
and the proper recordation thereof in the 
journal of notarial acts is $2.00 for each 
8 1/2 x 11 inch page retained in the notary ' s 
file. 

3. The maximum fee in this state is $1.00 
for any other notarial act performed. 
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4 . No notary shall charge or collect 
a fee for notarizing the signature on any 
absentee ballot or absentee voter regis
tration. 

5. A notary public who charges more than 
the maximum fee specified or who charges or 
collects a fee for notarizing the signature 
on any absentee ballot or absentee voter 
registration is guilty of official misconduct . 

"SECTION 33 . A notary public and the surety 
or sureties on his bond are liable to the 
persons involved for all damages proximately 
caused by the notary's official misconduct. 

"SECTION 34. The employer of a notary public 
is also liable to the persons involved for all 
damages proximately caused by the notary's of
ficial misconduct, if: 

(1) the notary public was acting within 
the scope of his employment at the time he 
engaged in the official misconduct; and 

(2) the employer consented to the notary 
public's official misconduct. 

"SECTION 35. It is not essential to a recovery 
of damages that a notary ' s official misconduct 
be the only proximate cause of the damages. 

"SECTION 36. 1. A notary public who knowingly 
and willfully commits any official misconduct 
is guilty of a misdemeanor and is punishable 
upon conviction by a fine not exceeding $500 
or by imprisonment for not more than six months 
or both. 

2. A notary public who recklessly or neg
ligently commits any official misconduct is 
guilty of a misdemeanor and is punishable upon 
conviction by a fine not exceeding one hundred 
dollars. 

"SECTION 37. Any person who acts as, or other
wise willfully impersonates, a notary public 
while not lawfully appointed and commissioned 
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to perform notnrial acls i s gui lty of a mis
d<.'mcanor nncl punj shablc upon conviction by a 
fine not exceeding five hundred dollars or by 
imprisonment for not more than six months or 
both . 

"SECTION 38 . Any person who unlawfully pos
sesses a notary's journal, official seal or 
any papers or copies relating to notarial 
acts, is gui lty of a misdemeanor and is pun
ishable upon conviction by a fine not exceed
ing five hundred dollars . " 

It is our view that these civil and criminal liability 
sections will apply on and after January 1, 1978, to notaries 
commissioned before January 1, 1978, as well as to those com
missioned after January 1, 1978. 

Your third question asks: 

"Does a notary public commissioned before 
January 1, 1978 , have authority under Section 
3, S . S.H.B. 513, to perform notarial functions 
statewide or do they continue to follow pro
visions in present law which states that the 
notary may perform functions in the county for 
which they are appointed and adjoining counties 
and counties in which they have filed certified 
copies of their commission with the county 
clerk?" 

Section 3 of the Act provides: 

"Each notary public may perform notarial 
acts anywhere within this state. " 

It is our view that Section 3 is applicable to notaries pub
lic commissioned before January 1, 1978 , whose commissions e x tend 
beyond that date and that on and after January 1, 1978, such 
notaries public may perform notarial acts anywhere within this 
state. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that under the provisions 
of Senate Substitute for House Bill No . 513 , First Regular Ses
sion , 79th General Assembly , effective January 1 , 1978 , notaries 
public commissioned before January 1, 1978, and whose commissions 
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extend beyond th~t date arc not required to obtain the $10,000 
bond rcqujrcd by SC'ction 8 of such /\ct unless and until such 
nolaries renew their commissions after the expiration of such 
terms of office. On a nd after January l , 1978 , such notaries 
public are subject to the civil and criminal liability provided 
in Sections 32 through 38 of the Act and have statewide authority 
to perform notarial functions under Section 3 of the Act . 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistan t , John C . Klaffenbach . 

Very truly yours, 

~~~ROFT 
Attorney General 
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.JOHN ASHCROFT 

.JEFFERSON CITY 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

November 1, 1977 

Honorable Allan G. Mueller 
State Senator, District 6 
8626 Church Road 
St. Louis, Missouri 63147 

Dear Senator Mueller: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 208 

(314) 751-3321 

This is in response to your question asking whether the Bi
State Development Agency is an agency and instrumentality of the 
state of Missouri and whether Bi-State is entitled to interest 
earned on Urban Mass Transportation Administration Financial As
sistance Funds pending project disbursement pursuant to Section 
203 of Title II of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968. 

We are enclosing an opinion of this office issued to Senator 
Henry A. Panethiere, No. 181-1977. In that opinion, we concluded 
that the Kansas City Area Transportation Authority is an agency 
and instrumentality of the states of 11issouri and Kansas. 

We believe that the reasoning in that opinion is clearly ap
plicable to the Bi-State Development Agency which is similarly 
an agency of Missouri and a sister state, Illinois. Bi-State, 
as you are well aware, was created under Sections 70.370, et 
seq. , RS:f\1o, and Chapter 12 7, Sections 6 3 r-1, et seq. , Illinois 
Revi'sed Statutes. The Compact was approved byCongress, 64 Stat. 
568, in 1950. 

Further, we note that the Bi-State Development Agency was 
assigned to the !1issouri Department of Transportation under Sec
tion 14.2 of the Omnibus State Reorganization Act of 1974, RSMo 
Supp. 1975, Appendix B, p. 1274, and is an assigned agency of that 
department under the Department of 'I'ransportation Plan of Reor
ganization, RSMo Supp. 1975, Appendix C, p. 1331. Additionally, 
under such Plan the Agency works closely with the Division of 
Transit. 
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We conclude that the Bi-State Development Agency is an agen
cy and instrumentality of the states of Missouri and Illinois and 
that Bi-State was clearly created prior to October 16, 1968, the 
effective date of Section 203 of the Intergovernmental Coopera
tion Act of 1968. 

Enclosure: Op.Ltr.No. 181 
Panethiere, 1977 
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Yours very truly, 

~~ 
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 



See: State ex rel. Lack v. Melton, 629 S.W.2d 302 (Mo. bane 1985). 

COMPENSATION: The county assessor of a third class 
county retains authority to employ 
deputy and other clerical personnel 
subject to the approval by the county 

ASSESSORS: 
DEPUTIES: 

court of the amount authorized notwithstanding the amendment of 
Section 53.071, RSMo Supp. 1975, by the provisions of Senate Bill 
No. 277, First Regular Session, 79th General Assembly, effective 
January 1, 1978. 

OPINION NO. 211 

December 22, 1977 

Honorable Meredith Ratcliff 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Adair County 
Post Office Box 422 
Kirksville, Missouri 63501 

Dear Mr. Ratcliff: 

This opinion is in response to your question asking: 

"I can find no provisions in Act 135 which 
provides for the appointment and payment of 
additional clerks or deputies in the County 
Assessor's office. 

"What is the status of such clerks and 
deputies under Act 135?" 

We note that Adair County is a third class county. 

Act 135, to which you refer, is Act 135 of Vernon's Missouri 
Legislative Service, 1977. Such reference sets forth the provi
sions of Senate Bill No. 277, First Regular Session, 79th General 
Assembly, which is effective January 1, 1978. 

As you have noted, there were substantial amendments to 
Section 53.071, RSMo Supp. 1975, which give rise to your question. 
Section 53.071 was amended in pertinent part as follows, the 
brackets showing the relevant language which was omitted and 
the underscored portion showing the relevant matter added: 

"1. [For the performance of their exist
ing statutory duties and for the additional 
duties set forth in sections 53.081 and 53.091, 
each county assessor, except in counties of 
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the first class, shall receive an annual 
salary for his services and shall, subject 
to the approval of the county court, appoint 
the additional clerks and deputies that he 
deems necessary for the prompt and proper 
discharge of the duties of his office. A 
portion of each county assessor's salary and 
of the salaries for his clerks and deputies 
shall be paid by the state in an amount equal 
to the sum paid by the state for the asses
sor's, clerks', and deputies' compensation 
in that county in the year 1969, and the 
remainder of the asse~sor's salary and the 
salaries for his clerks and deputies shall 
be paid by his county.] The salary of each 
county assessor, except in counties of the 
first class, shall be determined as follows: 

" 

In the bill as initially introduced, there was no proposed 
provision expressly relating to the hiring of deputies and 
clerical help for the assessor. In the house committee substi
tute for the bill, while there was no express language pertain
ing to the authority of the assessor or the county court to 
hire such deputies and clerks, there was inserted a provision, 
which did not pass which required a general reassessment of all 
property subject to taxation by the county and which also pro
vided that the governing body of the county shall provide the 
assessor with sufficient funds to carry out the provisions of 
the section. As noted, Section 2 of House Committee Substitute 
for Senate Bill No. 277 did not remain in the bill and was omitted 
before the bill was truly agreed to and finally passed. How
ever, another section newly designated, Section 137.710, which 
was contained in the perfected version of the bill as well as 
House Committee Substitute and was in the bill as truly agreed 
to and finally passed, provided: 

"1. A portion of the salary for the prior 
year of the assessor, deputies, clerks, offi
cers and other employees of all counties and 
cities not within a county charged with duties 
imposed by law upon assessors, their clerks, 
deputies, officers and employees shall be paid 
by the state. The state shall pay one-half of 
such salaries for the year 1976 and each year 
thereafter shall pay the amount paid for the 
previous year plus not more than a five per
cent increase over that amount, but the 
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amount paid by the state shall in no year 
exceed one-half of the actual salaries. 

* * * 
"3. When the amount due has been deter

mined by the state director of revenue, he 
shall pay such claims out of funds appropri
ated for that purpose." 

In our Opinion No. 78, dated February 1, 1954, Saunders, 
this office held that the county court in counties of the third 
class may not employ clerical and stenographic personnel for the 
office of the assessor other than as provided in Section 53.095. 
Section 53.095, at that time, expressly authorized the county 
assessor in counties of classes three and four to appoint and 
fix the compensation of clerical or stenographic assistance as 
was necessary for the efficient performance of the duties of 
his office. Such compensation was to be paid from the county 
treasury subject to the approval of the county court and not 
to exceed a specified maximum. Section 53.095, however, was 
repealed by Laws of Missouri 1969, Third Extra Session, p. 78, 
Section 1~ effective September 1, 1970, and in lieu thereof, 
Section 53.071, the section which is repealed and amended by 
Senate Bill No. 277, expressly provided that subject to the ap
proval of the county court the assessor had the authority to 
appoint additional clerks and deputies that he deemed necessary 
for the prompt and proper discharge of the duties of his office. 
Such section also provided for the payment by the state of a 
portion of each county assessor's salary and the salaries of his 
clerks and deputies. 

Section 53.060, RSMo, recognizes the authority of the asses
sor to appoint deputies by providing that the deputy assessors 
shall take the same oath and have the same power and authority as 
the assessor himself and that the assessor is responsible for the 
official actions of his deputies. Section 137.710, which we have 
quoted above from Senate Bill No. 277, is based on the premise 
that the county shall provide funds for payment of deputy assessors. 

While it is our view that the authority of the assessor to 
appoint a deputy and to employ clerical assistance is not clearly 
and specifically provided for by statute after the effective date 
of Senate Bill No. 277, and is thus a proper subject for legislative 
action; it is also our view that the provisions which we have 
noted indicate that it was not the legislative intent to pre-
clude the assessor from hiring deputies and assistants. The 
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county court would, of course, have to approve the amount autho
rized for such employees. We believe that the confusion which 
has resulted from the changes made by Senate Bill No. 277 simply 
indicates careless drafting combined with an apparent thought 
on the part of the drafters that the rearrangement of the sub
ject matter covered the entire question of the payment of such 
employees as well as the authority to hire such employees. 

However, it is our conclusion that the legislature intended 
that the county assessor of such a county would have the authority 
to employ such personnel subject to the county court's approval 
of the amount authorized. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the county assessor 
of a third class county retains authority to employ deputy and 
other clerical personnel subject to the approval by the county 
court of the amount authorized notwithstanding the amendment of 
Section 53.071, RSMo Supp. 1975, by the provisions of Senate Bill 
No. 277, First Regular Session, 79th General Assembly, effective 
January 1, 1978. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, John C. Klaffenbach. 

Very truly yours, 

Attorney General 
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COUNTY CLERKS: 
COMPENSATION: 

The reenactment of Section 150.070 
in Senate Bill 277 of the First 
Regular Session of the 79th General 

Assembly, does not authorize the payment to the county clerk of 
any fees from the county provided for therein. Any fees received 
from the state by the clerk must be paid into the county treasury. 

OPINION NO. 213 

November 7, 1977 

Honorable James. L. Russell 
State Representative, 6th District 
Rural Route 3 
Savannah, Missouri 64485 

Dear Representative Russell: 

Fl LED 
~~~ 

This opinion is in response to your question asking: 

"Does the reenactment of section 150.070 
in Senate Bill No. 277 of the First Regular 
Session of the 79th General Assembly, impliedly 
repeal the provision in subsection 4 of sec
tion 51.300, RSMo Supp. 1975, stating: 'The 
salary provided in this section shall be the 
total compensation received by the county 
clerk ', when the provisions of section 150.070 
relating to county clerks are exactly the same 
as they were prior to this recent reenactment? 
(As this bill was introduced, there was no 
intent shown under the bracket and underline 
rule that the legislature was intending to 
amend the provisions of section 150.070 relat
ing to the six cents allowed county clerks.) " 

You also state: 

"Section 51 . 300, RSMo Supp. 1975, in sub
section 4 states that the salary provided in 
this section shall be the total compensation 
of county clerks in second, third and fourth 
class counties. Section 150.070, as it has 
been repealed and reenacted in Senate Bill 
No. 277 of the First Regular Session of the 
79th General Assembly, states: ' such clerk 



Honorable James . L. Russell 

shall receive as compensation for making such 
tax book, copy, filing statements, and certify
ing the same the sum of six cents for each 
name or firm ..... ' . Does this recent reenact
ment of section 150.070 give county clerks in 
second, third and fourth class counties the 
six cents per name and firm along with their 
compensation under section 51.300, RSMo Supp. 
1975, when the language in the reenacted sec
tion 150.070 is exactly the same as it was, 
as it refers to these county clerks , before 
the reenactment?" 

The first paragraph of Section 150.070, to which you refer 
which was reenacted in Senate Bill 277, First Regular Session, 
79th General Assembly, contains identically the same provisions 
as it did prior to repeal . In the course of passage it appears 
that the designation of that paragraph as subsection 1 was omitted 
and therefore Section 150.070 now begins without such numerical 
subsection designation but contains the following language which 
is identical to that which such subsection contained prior to 
the enactment of Senate Bill 277. 

"After the county board of equalization 
shall have completed the equalization of 
such statements , the clerk of the county 
court shall extend on such book all proper 
taxes at the same rate as assessed for the 
time on real estate , and he shall , on or 
before the first day of November thereafter, 
make out and deliver to the collector a copy 
of such book, properly certified, and take 
the receipt of the collector therefor, which 
receipt shall specify the aggregate amount 
of each kind of taxes due thereon, and the 
clerk shall charge the collector with the 
amount of such taxes; and such clerk shall 
receive as compensation for making such tax 
book, copy, filing statements, and certify
ing the same the sum of six cents for each 
name or firm, one-half payable by the county, 
and the other by the state, provided, that 
in counties o f the first class and the city 
of St. Louis, any compensation provided for 
herein, received by the clerk of the county 
court, shall be paid into the county or city 
treasury , as provided by law." 

- 2 -



Honorable James L. Russell 

Clearly, these provisions were in effect long prior to the 
enactment of Section 51.300, RSMo Supp. 1975, pertaining to the 
total compensation provisions of county clerks of the second, 
third and fourth class counties . See V.A.M . S. footnote to 
Section 150.070. 

Subsection 4 of Section 51.300, provides: 

"The salary provided in this section shall 
be the total compensation received by the 
county clerk , except that he may retain any 
fees to which he is entitled for services 
performe d in the issuance of fish and game 
licenses or permits. Any other fees received 
by him shall be deposited in the county trea
sury or as provided by law. His total annual 
salary, excluding the only allowable fees of 
fish and game licenses or permits above, shall 
be determined on or before January 1 , 1971, 
and each year thereafter. The county popu
lation shall be based on the last federal 
decennial census, and the assessed valuation 
of the county shall be based upon the last 
available report of the state tax commission." 

It appears obvious that even if Section 150.070 was intended 
to provide additional compensation for such county clerks the 
additional compensation would not be effective during the term 
of the present incumbents. This is because no new duties were 
placed on the office that had not already been merged into the 
general duties of the office at the time of the enactment of 
Section 51.300 and because Section 13 of Article VII of the Mis
souri Constitution prohibits an increase in an officer's salary 
during his term of office . 

However, we are of the view that the reenactment of such 
provisions does not authorize an increase in such officer ' s 
compensation even after the present term of office. This is 
because the quoted provisions of Section 150.070 , as reenacted 
in Senate Bill 277, were simply a verbatim reenactment of the 
identical provisions in the repealed section bearing the same 
number and as such are required to be construed as a continuation 
of such prior law and not as a new enactment. Section 1.120, 
RSMo. Inasmuch as the prior law had to be construed in the light 
of the provisions of Section 51.300, we do not v iew the amendment 
as authorizing an increase in the compensation of the county 
clerks. 
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Further , under subsection 4 of Section 51 .300 , fees received 
from the state under Section 150.070 must be deposited in the 
county treasury. Fees chargeable to the county would not be 
collected. Section 51.390, RSMo. 

We note in passing, having answered your precise question, 
that a number of other questions have been raised with respect 
to the content of Senate Bill 277 because of language in the 
statute which is susceptible to a number of conflicting inter
pretations. We believe that the present question and other 
questions which we will not delineate here, should be given 
consideration by the legislature in the forthcoming session 
with a view toward clarifying legislative intent . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that the reenactment of 
Section 150.070 in Senate Bill 277 of the First Regular Session 
of the 79th General Assembly, does not authorize the payment to 
the county clerk of any fees from the county provided for therein . 
Any fees received from the state by the clerk must be paid into 
the county treasury. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, John c. Klaffenbach. 

Very truly yours, 

ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 

JEFFERSON CITY 

ATTORNEY GENEFtAL 65101 

November 29, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 216 

Honorable Glenn H. Binger 
State Representative, District 41 

'Route 3, R.D. Mize Road 
Independenc~, Missouri 64050 

Dear Representative.Binger: 

This letter lS 1n response to your question asking: 

"Can a fire protection district created pur
suant to' Chapter 321 of R.S.Mo. in a class I 
county erect a fire:': s·ta.t:ion upon preinises 
located outside of the corporate limits of 
t •- -1=' ~ d~<'·t:~··,-,.J-··t cor·-,r::.-,• ·-c -'l-i ~- ·t _ne ~lre ~o~l~~ 0 oc-\c ~red~ aaJa~en. 

thereto located within the corporate limits 
of such fire district? Fira fighting equip
ment and personnel wouJ.d be:~ n:l::J.irYta.ined at 
the fire statiop site adjacent but outside 
of ·the fire dist.rict." 

You also 'state: 

"the Central Jackson County Fire Protection 
District \·Jas created pursuant to Ch:::tpter 321 
and serves an area in Jackson County, incl~d~ 
ing municipal li:ni·ts of t:he City of Blue Sp:r:~ng·s 
and I,ake Tapawingo. Some th-:r~ee to four y2a.:r:s· 
ago, by petition signed by residents of the 
area, additional area was annexed to the fire 

(314) 751-3321 
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district located South of the City of Grain 
Valley, Missouri. This area annexed is pri
marily rural and is some distance from exist
ing fire stations. The fire district Board 
of Directors proposes to erect a fire sta
tion to serve this rural area. However, due 
to road net.work. and availability of ut-ilities, 
the Board of Director~ o~ the Fire District 
wish to locate their fire station within the 
corporate limits of the City of Grain Valley, 
which is not within the corporate limits of 
the fire district." 

The powers and dtities of a r1re piotection district of a 
first ·class county are set out in Section 321.600, RSMo 1969. 

Such section provides in pertinent part: . 

"For the purpose of providing fire pro
tection to the property within the district, 
the district, and on its behalf the board, 
shall have the following powers, authority 
and p:r.·ivileges: 

* * 
(6) To acquire, construct, purchase, 

maintain, dispose of and encumber real and 
personal property, fire stations, fire pro
tection and fire fighting apparatus and 
auxiliary equipment therefor, and any 
interest therein, including leases and 
easement.s; 11 

It is stated in McQuillin, 3rd r:;d. , Municit::>al Corpora·tions 
§ 28.05' that .the rule supported "by the wei0"ht-·of--authori ty as
well as by the better reaSoning is that a municipal corporation, 
where noJc prohibited, may purchase rea.l estate outside its c6r·
porate limits for legitimate municipal purposes especially under 
a broad statutory or charter provision conferring power to pur
chase and hold real estate sufficient for public use, convenience 
o:r:: necessi Jcies. 

We know of no provision prohibiting' such a f:i.re p::::-otec·tion 
district from locating a fire station outside of the territory 
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which it serves. We believe that such a location would be proper 
if it is reasonably necessary to a proper exercise of the express 
powers of the fire protection district. 

Very truly yours, 

("')·'{(/·i; /.)' __.fx, \./·~•.;P A l' 1"~· \'·.:::c;>:1·,":t'L"l!.~~ ...... ~ 

~'·~" ".JOHN ASHCROF'r 
Attorney General 
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JEFFERSON CITY 
JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

December 28, 1977 

Honorable Russell G. Brockfeld 
State Represe11tative, District 108 
Room 204, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Representative Brockfeld: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 217 

This letter is written in response to your request for 
an opinion as to ·the scope of House Commi-ttee Substitute for 
Senate Bill No. 214, enacted by the 79th General AsserrLbly. 
Specifically, you ask whether ·the provisions of Sena·te Bill 
No. 214 are li~ited in application to certain blighted areas 
in urban regions, ·or whether the bill is applicable to every 
county in the state. 

(314) 751-3321 

Senate Bill No. 214 of the 7 9·th General Assembly proh.ibi ts 
a county assessor from adding to the assessed value of a dwell
ing of four or fewer residental units the additional assessed 
value because of "deferred maintenance" as such Jcerm is defined 
in i::he bill for a period of five years af·ter a "deferred main~ 
tenance activi-ty" has begun. In Sec·tion 3 of Senate Bill No. 
214, the legislature makes it clear that the purpose for such a 

. law is to provide a means for the renovation of obsolete prop
erties as authorized by Section 7 of Article X of the Missouri 
Cons·ti tution. Tha·t section allm,7s ·the General Assernbly to pro
vide some relief from taxation in order to encourage the recon
struction, redevelopment, and rehabilitation of obsolete, decadent 
or blighted areas. 

Section 3 of Senate Bill No. 214 also indicates that the 
provisions of the act are to be applied by the assessor when 
making assessments of real property as required by the provisions 
of Section 137.115, RSI1o Supp. 1975. Section 137.115 sets forth 



Honorable Russell G. Brockfeld 

the time and manner of assessment of real and tangible personal 
property by assessors in all counties of this state including the 
City of St. Louis. There is no other language in the act limiting 
its application to blighted areas in urban regions only. Accord
ingly, it is our opinion that the provisions of Senate Bill No. 
214, enacted by the 79th General Assembly, apply to every county 
in the state under the conditions set forth therein. 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
At.:torney General 
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COMPENSATION: 
COUNTY CLERKS : 

Under the provisions of SSHB 101, 
First Regular Session, 79th General 
Assembl y, effective January 1, 1978, 

the county clerks in each county not having a board of election com
missioners are entitled to receive the additional compensation pro
vided for in Section 2.023 of the act to be determined as of January 1, 
1978, and each year thereafter. 

OPINION NO. 219 

December 30, 1977 

Honorable J. H. Frappier 
State Senator, 2nd District 
625 Glenco 
St. Charles, Missouri 63301 

Dear Seantor Frappier: 

F I L E 0 i 
b{ Jq 

This opinion is in response to your question asking: 

"Does Senate Substitute for House Bill 
101 of the 1st Regular Session, 79th 
General Assembly, provide for additional 
compensation for county clerks as of the 
effective date of the bill, i.e. January 
1, 1978? If the legislation does not 
provide for additional compensation 
effective January 1, 1978, what is the 
effective date of Section 2.023?" 

You also state that: 

"Sec . 1. 020 provides an effective date 
of January 1, 1978. 

"Sec. 2.001 designates the county clerk 
to be the 'election authority' in counties 
without a board of election commissioners. 

"Sec. 2.020 requires that all elections, ex
ceptions noted, shall be conducted by the 
election authority. The effective date for 
carrying out the provisions of this section 
is January 1, 1978. 

"Sec. 2.023 provides additional compensation 
for the county clerk for carrying out the 
duties of Sec. 2.020. Compensation is to 
be paid in equal monthly installments out 
of the county treasury. 



Honorable J . H. Frappier 

"Subsection 4. of Sec . 2.023 states, in 
part , ' The total annual amount {of the 
county clerks additional compensation) 
shall be determined on or before January 
1, 1979 and each year thereafter. 

"Because of the language in subsection 4. 
of Section 2.023, there is some ambiguity 
as to the effective date of the election 
authority's {county clerk) additional 
compensation ." 

As you indicate Section 1.020 of SSHB 101 provides: 

"The effective date of this act shall be 
January 1 , 1978. Any amendment made to a pro
vision repealed by this act shall remain in 
force only until this act becomes effective." 

Section 1.020 of SSHB 101 as originally introduced provide d 
that the effective date of the act would be January 1, 1979 . 
The other provisions of that section as introduced remained the 
same in final passage . 

Subsection 1 of Section 2 . 023 of the act provides: 

"For the performance of additional 
duties imposed by section 2 . 020 , the county 
clerk in each county which does not have a 
board of election commissioners shall re
ceive an annual amount, which shall be 
equal to the sum of two variable amounts, 
one based upon the population of the county 
and the other upon the assessed valuation 
of the county and shall be payable in 
equal monthly installments out of the 
county treasury ." 

Subsection 2 of Section 2 . 023 of the act sets out the amounts 
to be received by such county clerks based upon population, and 
subsection of Section 2.023 sets out the amount to be received 
by such county clerks based upon assessed valuation. 

Subsection 4 of Section 2.023 provides: 

"The total amount shall be determined 
on or before January 1, 1979 and each year 
thereafter . The county population shall be 
based on the last federal decennial census , 
and the assessed valuation of the county shall 
be based on the last available report of the 
state tax commission." 
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Our comparison of the above provisions of Section 2 . 023 in 
SSHB 101 , as truly agreed to and final l y passed, indicates that the 
provisions are identical with the provisions as originally intro
duced e xcept for the amounts to be paid based upon population and 
assessed valuation . The amounts to be paid to such clerks were 
changed during the course of passage. 

We will not quote Section 2 . 020 here because of its length. 
However, we do point out that such section provides for additional 
duties to be performed by such clerks. Therefore , the allowance 
to such clerks of additional compensation for the performance 
of such duties would not be in violat i on of Section 13 of Article 
VII of the Missouri Constitution which prohibits an increase in 
an officer ' s compensation during his term of office . That is, 
the onl y obvious reason for the retention of the date of January 
1, 1979, in the truly agreed to and final l y passed version of the 
bill , despite the change in the effective date of the law, would 
be on the possible basis that such an increase was objectionable 
under Section 13 of Article VII of the Constitution as an increase 
in the officer ' s compensation during the term of office. Since 
we have ruled out such a constitutional objection as a possible 
motivation for retaining the January 1, 1979 date and in view 
of the fact that the express language of Section 2.023 indicates 
that the legislature viewed such duties as additional duties, 
we are left with the consideration of the conflict which e x ists 
because of the provisions of subsection 1 of Section 2 . 023 and the 
provisions of subsection 4 of Section 2.023 . 

Clearly where the language of a statute is not ambiguous 
the court will not construe the law and will be guided by what 
the legislature says and not by what the court may think the 
legislature meant to say. The Missouri Public Service Co . v. 
Platte- Clay Elec . Coop . , Inc ., 407 S . W. 2d 883 (Mo 1966) ; DePoortere 
v. Commercial Credit Corp ., 500 S . W. 2d 724 (Mo . Ct.App. at Spr . 1973). 

On the other hand when there is an ambiguity in statutory 
provisions the court will construe such provisions in accordance 
with the legislative intent . The court in order to give effect 
to the manifest purpose of the legislature may reject words and 
figures when necessary . State ex rel. Consolidated School Dist. 
No . 1 v . Hackmann, 258 s .w. lOll (Mo. Bane 1924). Thus, the 
letter of a statute may be enlarged or restrained according to 
the true intent of the framers of the law . Stack v. General Baking 
co ., 223 s.w. 89 (Mo . 1 920) . See V. A.M . S. , Construction of Statutes, 
§1.020 Notes 4 9- 50 . 

We believe that these provisions read together indicate an 
ambiguity with respect to legislative intent which permits the 
application of the principles of construction to determine such intent. 
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As we have noted , the act as finally passed provided that such 
county clerks would receive the amounts set out according to 
popul ation and assessed valuat ion for the additional duties imposed 
on them by Section 2 . 020. The clerks obviously must perform these 
additional duties after such act becomes effective . 

We conclude that it was the legislative intent that such 
county clerks r eceive compensati on for the additional duties 
imposed upon them beginning on the effective date of the act, 
January 1 , 1978 . It is obvious that the legislature inadvertently 
neglected to change the date contained in subsection 4 to January 
1 , 1978 , which should have been done in order to be consistent 
with the change in the e f fective date of the l aw. The provisions 
of subsection 4 should not be taken to indicate a legislative intent 
contrary to that evidenced by subsection 1 of the same section. 

We therefore conclude that commencing upon the effective 
date of SSHB 101 such county cler ks will be entitled to the 
additional compensation provided by Section 2.023 of that law. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that under the provisions 
of SSHB 101 , Fi rst Regular Session , 79th General Assembly, effective 
January 1, 1978, the county clerks in each county not having a 
board of election commissioners are entitled to receive the addi
tional compensation provided for in Section 2.023 of that act to 
be determined as of January 1 , 1 978 , and each year thereafter. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant , John c . Klaffenbach. 

Very truly yours , 

~~~ep -
JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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December 27 , 1977 

OPINI ON LETTER NO . 221 
Answer by letter- Wieler 

Mr . Stephen C. Bradford, Commissioner 
Office of Administration 
P. 0 . Box 809 
Jefferson City , Mi ssouri 65101 

Dear ~tr . Bradford: 

-;-, :--·~: -"""'-, 
1
_, I • .. . . I 

J~ l 
l ... ---- -.. 

I 
1 

This l e tter i s being i ssued in r esponse to your request 
for an opinion as to t he r esponsible agency for the custodian
ship of cancelled revenue bonds and coupons i ssued by the Board 
of Public Buildings and State Park Board pursuant to Chapters 
8 and 253 of t he Revised Statutes of Mi ssouri . 

In your request, you indicate t hat each authorizing agency 
is currently keeping the cancelled bonds and coupons in various 
s tates of order, or organization and compl eteness . It was sug
gested that a more businesslike procedur e woul d be to hav e the 
Board of Fund Commissioner s take possessi on of the cancell ed 
r e venue bonds and coupons in t he same manner as they do genera l 
o bligation bonds of t he state . 

As set forth in Sections 33. 300 to 33 . 540, RS11o , as amended 
by House Bill 178, First Regular Session, 7 9th General Assembl y , 
the Boar d of Fund Commissi oners has certain authorized r esponsi
b ilities with r espect to bonds of the State of I·1issouri. Among 
these are the provisions of Section 33.530, RS~o , as amended, 
which requir es the State Tr easur er to keep all cancelled bonds 
and coup ons in p roper order. 

Hm-1ever, it is i mportant to note that t he duties of the 
State Treasur e r, as well a s the other members of the Board of 
Fund Commissioners, are limited by Section 33 .300, RSHo , a s 
amended, \'lhic h only r equires them to deal with bonds of the 
state. 



Mr . Stephen c. Bradford 

The bonds i n question are not bonds of t he State of Mi ssour i , 
but rather r evenue bonds payable out of t he net income and r e v
enues derived from proj ects authorized by t he Boar d of Public 
Buildings and the State Park Board pur suant to law. Sections 
8.370 to 8 .4 60, RSMo, as amended, allow the Board of Public 
Buildings to issue r evenue bonds for t he purpose of provid ing 
funds for the cons truction or acquisition of certain desi gnat ed 
projects. Section 8.410, RSMo , specifically pr ovides t hat such 
bonds shall not be deemed to be an indebt edness of t he State of 
Mi ssouri or of the Board, or the ind ividual members of t he Boar d . 
Sections 253.210 to 253.280, RSMo , a s amended, authorize the 
State Par k Board to i ssue r e venue bonds for the purpose of pro
viding funds for the cons truction or acquisition of ce rtain pro
jects as provided by law. Section 253.250, RSMo , specifically 
provides that such bonds are not an indebt edness of the State 
of Ui ssouri, or of t he State Par k Boar d or of t he individual 
members thereof. 

Inasmuch as s uch bonds are not an indebtedness of t he State , 
the Board of Fund Commi ssione r s cannot be compelled to take 
physical possessi on of t he cancelled r evenue bonds and coupons 
issued by the Board of Public Buildings and t he State Park Board 
in the same manner a s genera l obligation bonds of the State of 
Mi ssouri. Rat her, t he agencies responsible for issuing s uch 
revenue bonds mus t maintain cus todianship of the cancelled bonds 
and coupons. 

Very truly your s , 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney Gene ral 
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.JOHN ASHCROFT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

JEFFERSON CITY 

65101 

December 30, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NO. 222 

Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 
State Auditor 
State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Keyes: 

(314) 751-3321 

This opinion is in response to your question asking whether 
the commission of a county collector of a third class county 
which is subject to the provisions of Section 52.120, RSMo, 
should include the commission provided for in Section 52.140, 
RSMo, in view of the later provisions of Section 52.270, RSMo 
Supp. 1975. 

Section 52.140, RSMo, provides: 

"In all such counties where the collector 
of the revenue is required by section 52.120 
to maintain a branch office as provided in 
section 52.120, he shall be allowed to retain, 
in addition to the amount now authorized by 
law, three-fourths of one percent of all taxes 
collected to cover the additional expense of 
maintaining such branch office." 

It is our understanding that Marion County comes within the 
classification of subdivision (14) of Section 52.260, and, there
fore, subsection 2 of Section 52.270 is applicable to the Marion 
County Collector. 



Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

Subsections 2 and 3 of Section 52.270, RSMo Supp. 1975, 
provide: 

"2. The collector of revenue in any county 
within the classification of subdivision (14) 
of section 52.260 shall present for allowance 
proper vouchers for all disbursements made by 
him on account of salaries and expenses of his 
office and other costs of collecting the rev
enue, which shall be allowed as against the 
commissions collected by him; and out of the 
residue of commissions in his hands after 
deducting the amounts so allowed, the collec
tor may retain a compensation for his services 
at the rate of ten thousand dollars per year. 
If the residue of commissions is less than 
sufficient to pay the above compensation, 
the entire residue shall be allowed to him 
as full payment for his services. If the 
residue is more than sufficient to pay the 
compensation, the surplus shall be paid over 
to the state, school, county and city in the 
proportion which the amount collected from 
each bears to the total amount of collections. 

"3. The limitation on the amount to be 
retained as herein provided applies to fees 
and commissions on current taxes, but does 
not apply to commissions on the collection 
of back and delinquent taxes and ditch and 
levee taxes nor to fees provided by section 
52.250." 

Sections 52.120, 52.130, and 52.140, RSMo, were originally 
enacted in the Laws of 1915, p. 396. A comparison of the laws 
as originally enacted with those presently in force indicate 
that they are substantially similar. 

Section 52.120, requires certain collectors to maintain 
branch offices in certain counties and Section 52.130 makes it 
the duty of such collectors to keep certain tax books in said 
branch office, and to keep one or more deputies in said office 
to tend the duties thereof. 

It is our view that subsection 2 of Section 52.270 controls 
because it is later in date than Section 52.140 and its provi
sions comprehensively answer the question you ask. 
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Honorable Thomas M. Keyes 

It is clear that the allowance under Section 52.140 is 
not within the exceptions contained in subsection 3 of Sec
tion 52.270. 

Additionally we note that it is our view that Section 52.280, 
RSMo is not applicable to collectors corning within subsection 2 
of Section 52.270. Subsections 2 and 3 of Section 52.270 were 
added by the Laws of 1961, p. 286, subsequent to the enactment 
of Section 52.280. Although Section 52.280 was amended in 1969, 
it was changed only as respects the percentage which could be 
retained for deputy and clerical hire. 

We conclude that these statutes indicate a legislative 
intent that the allowance provided for under Section 52.140 
would be subject to the provisions of subsection 2 of Section 
52.270. Therefore, the allowance calculated pursuant to Sec
tion 52.140 must be included in the determination of the 
collector's maximum compensation made pursuant to subsection 
2 of Section 52.270. 

Very truly yours, 

ASHCR~~ 
Attorney General 



MISSOURI STATE EMPLOYEES' 
RETIREMENT SYSTEM: 

PENSIONS : 
COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT 

AND TRAINING ACT: 

1 . An employer which is partici
pating in the Missouri State Employees' 
Retirement System may not withhold 
from the Retirement System the em
ployer's share of contributions for 
fu ll-time employees whose salary 
and fringe benefits are funded 

through the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) 
until such time as the benefits for such employees vest. 2. The 
Missouri State Employees ' Retirement System may not refund to an 
employer the employer ' s contributions attributable to any such em
ployee who terminates his employment prior to the vesting of his 
benefits . 

OPINION NO. 223 

November 30, 1977 

Mr. Edwin M. Bode 
Executive Secretary 
Missouri State Employees' 

Retirement System 
900 Leslie Boulevard 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr. Bode: 

FILED 

~~2 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your request for a formal 
opinion from this office which reads as follows: 

"May any employer participating in the Missouri 
State Employees ' Retirement System withhold from 
the Retirement System the employer ' s share of 
contributions for any full - time employee whose 
salary and fringe benefits may be funded through 
the comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 
1973 (CETA) until such time as the individual em
ployee becomes vested? 

"If the answer to the preceding question is no, may 
the Missouri State Employees ' Retirement System 
refund to the individual employer the employer ' s 
contributions attributable to any such employee who 
terminates his employment prior to vesting?" 



Mr. Edwin M. Bode 

F i rst of a ll, it should be note d that thi s opin ion is ~ppli 
cable only to those full-time employees whose salaries are f unded 
through the Comprehensive Employment and Traini n g Act o f 197 3 
(CETA). In addition, by the term "fringe benefit s " t h e assumpt ion 
is made that you are referring to those employee s who a re par tici
pating in the Missouri State Medical Care Plan. 

In connection with the above, it is our understanding tha t 
the U.S. Department of Labor has announced regulations in regard 
to the use of certain employer contributions to public pension 
plans which are paid from Comprehensive Employment and Training 
Act (CETA) funds. It is further our understanding that these 
regulations became effective on October 1, 1977, but that a prime 
sponsor or eligible applicant which is in a state whose law pre
vents the implementation of procedures required by Section 98.25 
may request an extension. However, such extension may be granted 
only upon a showing by an opinion of the State Attorney General 
that: (1) the state legislature must change or modify a particu
lar state law or laws so that prime sponsor or eligible applicant 
may comply with Section 98.25 in its use of CETA funds; (2) the 
proc e dures of Section 98.25 of the regulations may not be l egally 
implemented by order of the Governor or by other executive a uthori
ties; and (3) the necessary changes and modifications cannot be 
completed by October 1, 1977. 

With the above principles in mind, the statutes r e lating 
to the operation of the Missouri State Employees ' Retirement 
System are found in Sections 104.310 through 104 . 550, of the 
Missouri Revised Statutes. In this regard, the terms "employee" 
and "employer" are defined in part in subsections (15) and (16) 
of Section 104.310, RSMo Supp . 1975, as follows: 

"(15) ' Employee', any elective or appointive 
officer or employee of the state who is employed 
by a department and earns a salary or wage in a 
position normally requiring the actual performance 
by him of duties during not less than one thousand 
five hundred hours per year, . • . 

"(16) ' Employer', a department;" 

In addition to the above, the term "department" is define d 
in subsection (11) of Section 104.310, as follows: 
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• 
Mr . Edwin M. Bode 

"'Department ', any department, institution , board, 
commission , officer, court or any agency of the 
state government receiving state appropriations 
including allocated funds from the federal govern
ment and having power to certify payrolls authorizing 
payments of salary or wages against appropriations 
made by the federal government or the state legisla
ture from any state fund, or against trusts or 
allocated funds held by the state treasurer;" 

It should also be noted that under the provisions of sub
section (1) of Section 104.372, r.SMo Supp . 1975, no payroll de
duction is made from the compensation of any employee for the 
Missouri State Employees ' Retirement Fund after August 31, 1972 , 
with certain exceptions that are not applicable. Similarly, 
under the provisions of subsection (1) of Section 104.370, RSMo 
Supp. 1975, the Board of Trustees of the Missouri State Employees ' 
Retirement System certifies to the Division of Budget an actuarially 
determined estimate of the amount which will be necessary during 
the next biennial or appropriation period to pay all liabilities 
including costs of administration which shall exist or accrue 
under Sections 104.310 to 104.550 during such period. Subsequently , 
the Commissioner of Administration requests appropriation of the 
amount calculated under the provisions of subsection (1), and 
thereafter the Commissioner of Administration monthly certifies 
the payment to the Secretary of the Missouri State Employees ' 
Retirement System. Lastly, under the provisions of subsection 
(5) of Section 104 . 515 , RSMo Supp . 1975, commencing on September 1, 
1976, the state of Missouri contributes twelve dollars per month 
per employee who is a member of the Missouri State Employees ' Re
tirement System to the Missouri State Medical Care Plan, whether 
or not that employee actually participates in the Missouri State 
Medical Care Plan . 

In connection with the above, it is our understanding that 
the state of Missouri and various agencies participate in the 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act program which is admini
stered by the Office of Manpower Planning in the Department of 
Social Services . The Office of Manpower Planning in turn subcon
tracts the operation of this program to the Division of Employment 
Security. It is further our understanding that when U.S. Treasury 
checks are received from the Regional Office, U. S . Department of 
Labor , Kansas City, Missouri , as grants under the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act program, these funds are deposited 
to the Unemployment Compensation Administation Fund in the State 
Treasury . Subsequently, payrolls are received in the office of 
Division of Employment Security from each state agency participating 
in the program. These payrolls are then consolidated intQ one pay
roll by that office and forwarded to the State Comptroller for 
payment. Thereafter the Unemployment Compensation Administration 
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Mr . Edwin M. Bode 

Fund is then charged with the payroll costs along with the employ
er ' s share of social security, state retirement costs , and Missouri 
State Medical Care Plan costs. 

Upon review of the foregoing statutory provisions and the 
operation of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act pro
gram, it is first of all our view that employees who are working 
under the provisions of the Comprehensive Employment and Training 
Act program are eligible to participate in the Missouri State 
Employees ' Retirement System . For a similar interpretation , see 
attached Attorney General's Opinion No. 3 , 10- 7 - 57, Atterbury and 
Opinion Letter No. 191, 6-23-72, Bode. Under such circumstances , 
it is further our view that thes~ particular employees are required 
to participate in the Missouri State Employees ' Retirement Syste m 
and that the individual employer may not withhold from the Retire
ment System or the Missouri State Medical care Plan the employer ' s 
share of contributions or medical care payments for full-time 
employees whose salaries and fringe benefits are funded through 
the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) . 
In so holding, we need not and do not resolve the question of 
whether or not retirement benefits as to this Retirement System 
are gratuities or deferred compensation. See Police Retirement 
S stem of Kansas Cit v . Cit of Kansas Cit , M1ssour1, 529 S . W. 2d 
388 Mo. 197 5 • Further, we are of the v1ew that the procedures 
of Section 98.25 of the regulations may not be legally implemented 
by an order of the Governor , the reason being that an executive 
order is not a "law.'' See State ex rel . McKittrick v. Missouri 
Public Service Commission , 175 S.W.2d 857, 861 (Mo. Bane 1943). 

In response to your second question , the statutory provisions 
re l ating to employer ' s contributions are found in Section 104 . 370 . 
In reviewing these statutory provisions , we find no authority for 
the Missouri State Employees ' Retirement System to refund to an 
employer the employer's contributions attributable to any employee 
who terminates his employment prior to the vesting of his benefits . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that: 

1 . An employer which is participating in the Missouri State 
Employees ' Retirement System may not withhold from the Retirement 
System the employer ' s share of contributions for full - time employ
ees whose salary and fringe benefits are funded through the Com
prehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) until such 
time as the benefits for such employees vest. 
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Mr . Edwin M. Bode 

2 . The Missouri State Employees Retirement System may not 
refund to an employer the employer 's contributions attributable 
to any such employee who terminates his employment prior to the 
vesting of his benefits . 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, B. J . Jones. 

Yours very truly , 

~c~~ 
Enclosures : Op . No. 3 

Atterberry, 10- 7- 57 

Op . Ltr. No. 191 
Bode , 6-23-7 2 

Attorney General 

- 5-



NON-TEACHER SCHOOL EMPLOYEES' 1 . An employer who is partici
pating in the Non-Teacher School RETIREMENT SYSTEM : 

COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT 
TRAIN ING ACT : 

AND Employees ' Retirement System of 
Missouri may not withhold from the 
Retirement System the employer ' s 
share of contr ibutions for full-

PENSIONS; 

time employees whose salaries are funded through the Comprehen
sive Employment and Training Act of 1973. 2. The Non-Teacher 
School Employees' Retirement System of Missouri may not refund 
to an employer the employer ' s contributions attributable to any 
such employee who terminates his employment prior to the vesting 
of his b e nefits. 

OPINION NO. 224 

November 30, 1977 

Mr . Warren M. Black 
Executive Secretary 
Publ ic School Retirement System 

of Missouri 
Post Off ice Box 268 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mr . Black: 

~\LE D 

' :J:J.1 \ _____ 
This is to acknowledge receipt of your request for an opin

ion from this office which reads as follows: 

"May an employer who is participating in the 
Non-Teacher School Employees ' Retirement 
System of Missouri withhold from the Retire
ment System the employer's share of contri
butions for any full-time employee whose 
salary may be funded through the Comprehen
sive Employment and Training Act of 1973 
(CETA) until such time as the emp loyee 
becomes a vested member? 

"If the answer to the preced ing question is 
no, may the Retirement System refund to the 
participating employer the employer ' s contri
butions attributable to any such emp loyee who 
terminates his employment prior to the time 
the employee would become a vested member." 



Mr . Warren M. Black 

First of all, it should be noted that this opinion is 
applicable only to those full-time employe es whose salaries are 
funded through the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 
1973 (CETA). 

In connection with the above , it is our understanding that 
the u.s. Department of Labor has announce d regulations in regard 
to the use of certain employer contributions to public pension 
plans which are paid from Comprehensive Employment and Training 
Act (CETA) funds. It is further our unde rstanding that these 
regulations became effective on Octobe r 1, 1977, but that a 
prime sponsor or eligible applicant which is in a state whose 
law prevents the implementatio n o f procedures required by Sec
tion 98 . 25 of the regulations ma y request an extension. Howeve r , 
such extension may be granted only upon a showing by an opinion 
of the state attorney general that: (1) the state legislature 
must change or modify a particular state law or laws so that 
the prime sponsor or eligible applicant may comply with Section 
98.25 of the regulations in its use of CETA funds; (2) the pro
cedures of Section 98.25 of the regulations may not be legally 
implemented by order of the governor or by other executive 
authorities; (3) the necessary changes and modifications cannot 
be concluded by October 1, 1977. 

With the above principles in mind, the statutes relating 
to the operation of the Non-Teacher School Employees' Retirement 
System of Missouri are found in Sections 169.600 through 169.670, 
of the Missouri Revised Statutes. In this regard, the terms 
"employee" and "employer " are defined in part in subsections 
(4) and (5) of Section 169 . 600 , RSMo Supp. 1975, as follows: 

" (4) ' Employee', any person regularly 
employed by a public school district, junior 
college district or by the board of truste es, 
as defined in sections 169.600 to 169 . 710, 
who devotes at least twenty hours per week 
to such employment in a position which is 
not covered by the public school retirement 
system of Missouri; provided, however, that 
no person shall be entitled to, or required 
to contribute to, or to receive benefits under , 
both the retirement system herein established 
and the public school retirement system of 
Missouri for the same services; 

"(5) ' Employer', the district or other 
employer that makes payment directly to the 
employee for his services;" 
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Mr . Warren M. Black 

In addition to the above , subsection l of Section 169.620 , 
RSMo Supp. 1975, provides in part that the funds requjr~d for 
the operation of the Retiremcn t Sys tern crcu t0d by Sl'cl i 0n~~ 1 (,9. (,Oo 
to 169 . 710 shall come from contributions made in equal nmou11ts 
by employees and their employers. Subsection 2 of Section 169 . 620 , 
RSMo Supp . 1975, provides that every employer of one or more per
sons who are members of the system shall transmit to the board 
of trustees before the end of such school year, twice the amount 
that is deductible from the pay of such employee or employees 
during the school year. Failure or refusal to transmit such 
amount as required shall render the person or persons responsible , 
therefore, individually liable for twice the amount so withheld. 
Criminal penalties may also be upp licable. Lastly, subsection 
5 of Section 169.620, RSMo Supp. 1975, provides that regardless 
of the provisions of any law governing compensation and contracts, 
every employee shall be deemed to consent and agree to the deduc
tions provided therein. 

As a result of the above statutory conclusions, we conclude 
that if an employer is participating in the Non-Teacher School 
Employees ' Retirement System of Missouri then the individual 
employee of said employer, if otherwise eligible, is required 
to participate in the Non-Teacher Employees' Retirement System 
of Missouri and the employer may not withhold from the Retire
ment System the employer's share of contribut ions for full-time 
employees whose salaries are funded through the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) . In so holding , 
we need not and do not resolve the question of whether or not 
retirement benefits as to this Retirement System are gratuities 
or deferred compensation. See Police Retirement System of Kansas 
City, Missouri v . City of Kansas City , Missouri, 529 S . W.2d 388 
(Mo. 1975). Further, we are of the view that the procedures of 
Section 98.25 of the regulations may not be legally implemented 
by an order of the governor, the reason being that an executive 
order is not a "law '' . See State e x rel . McKittrick v . Missouri 
Public Service Commission, 175 S . W.2d 857, 861 (Mo.Banc 1943). 

In response to your second question , the statutory provi
sions relating to employer's contributions as previously referred 
to , are found in Section 169 . 620, RSMo Supp . 1975 . In reviewing 
these statutory provisions, we find no authority for the Non
Teacher School Employees ' Retirement System of Missouri to refund 
to an employer the employer ' s contributions attributable to any 
employee who terminates his employment prior to the vesting 
of his benefits . 

- 3 -



Mr. Warren M. Black 

CONCLUSION 

Tt is the opinion of this office that: 

1 . ~n employer who is participating in the Non-Teacher 
School Employees' Retirement System of Missouri may not withhold 
from the Retirement System the employer ' s share of contributions 
for full - time employees whose salaries are funded through the 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973. 

2. The Non-Teacher School Employees' Retirement System of 
Missouri may not refund to an employer the employer ' s contri
butions attributable to any suer employee who terminates his 
emp l oyment prior to the vesting of his benefits. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant, B. J. Jones . 

Very truly yours, 

~~c--~· - --
u;~ROFT 

Attorney General 
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GOVERNOR: 
OFFICERS: 

The Governor has authority to "withdraw" 
the appointment of a person made during 

STATE OFFICERS: a Senate recess before the Senate rejects 
the appointment or fails to approve the 
appointment within thirty days after the 

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW: 

Senate has convened only if the "withdrawal" is made by removal of the 
appointee pursuant to Section 17 of Article IV of the Missouri Consti
tution. The Governor has authority to withdraw the nomination of a 
person made during a session of the Senate before the Senate rejects 
the nomination or fails to act on the nomination during such session. 
If, prior to withdrawal or removal, the Senate rejects either such 
nomination or appointment or fails to act thereon as required the 
appointee or nominee cannot again be reappointed or renominated to the 
same position . A person appointed during a recess of the Senate may 
resign pursuant to Section 12 of Article VII of the Constitution with
out prejudice and can be reappointed. A person nominated during a ses
sion may withdraw his name from consideration by the Senate without pre
judice and can be reappointed. 

OPINION NO. 226 

November 22, 1977 

Honorable Richard M. Webster 
Missouri Senate, 32nd District 
Room 434, State Capitol Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Senator Webster: 

FILED 

)J6 

This opinion is in response to your question asking for an 
interpretation of the provisions of Section 51, Article IV of the 
Missouri Constitution. 

In our opinion No. 203-1977 to Senator Banks, copy enclosed, 
this office answered several questions concerning such section. 
The enclosed opinion is self-explanatory and we will not repeat 
it here. Likewise, for the sake of brevity we will not repeat 
the context of Section 51, Article IV which is set forth in such 
opinion, or the cases referred to therein. 

Your first questions asks: 

"A name may be submitted by the governor either 
while we are in session or while we are not in 
session. Before the gubernatorial appointments 
committee, or the senate, has acted the name is 
withdrawn by the governor. 



Honorable Richard M. Webster 

"Question: Is a person whose name has been sub
mitted to the senate , withdrawn by the governor 
before action , and not acted upon by the senate 
entitled to be reappointed to the same position?" 

As we indicated in our opinion No . 203 - 1977, the answer will 
be different depending upon whether or not the appointment is made 
during a session or during a recess of the Senate. If the appoint
ment is made during a recess, the appointment is an appointment 
in the true sense of the term and needs only Senate approval . The 
recess appointee takes office until the appointment is disapproved 
by the Senate or the Senate fails to act upon such appointment 
within the thirty day constitutional limitation . See also Opinion 
No . 182- 1977 to Merr e ll, copy enclosed. 

If the Senate is in session when such appointment is made, 
the appointment is a mere nomination and the appointee or nominee 
does not take office until he is approved by the Senate and duly 
qualifies . During the time a nomination, which is made during 
a session of the Senate, is pending approval , the incumbent, 
assuming there is one, holds over in office under the provisions 
of Section 12 of Article VII of the Missouri Constitution . 

Unless the Governor lawfully removes a person after appoint
ing him during a recess , the last official act of the Governor 
occurs when the Governor appoints the person during a recess and 
such person takes office . An attempted withdrawal by the Governor 
at that point of a person who was appointed whi l e the Senate 
was in recess, would be tantamount to removal by the Governor. 
It is our view that the Governor does not have the authority 
to remove a person who has been so appointed and is acting, unless 
the Governor's removal power is exercised pursuant to Section 17 
of Article IV. Depending upon the nature of the office involved, 
the Governor may have the power of removal of an incumbent under 
Section 17 of Article IV of the Missouri Constitution which pro
vides that all appointed officers may be removed by the Governor. 
Therefore, our answer to your question with respect to removals 
depends upon the actual facts involved. A person appointed during 
a recess who is validly removed by the Governor before Senate 
rejection or before the Senate fails to give its approval within 
the thirty day limitation may be reappointed by the Governor to 
the same position. In cases where the person cannot be removed 
by the Governor under provisions of Section 17 of Article IV, 
the person ' s appointment must be confirmed by the Senate within 
the thirty day limit as provided in Section 51 of Article IV of 
the Constitution or he no longer hol ds such office . 

On the other hand, where the nomination is made while the Senate 
is in session, the nominee has not taken office and it is our view 
that the nomination may be withdrawn by the Governor before the 
Senate takes any action . I t is also our view that if the nomina-
tion which is submitted to the Senate during a session of the Senate 
is withdrawn by the Governor before the end of the session or before 
rejection by the Senate, the nominee is entitled to be again nominated 
to the same position . 
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Honorable Richard M. Webster 

Your second question asks: 

"A name is submitted by the governor either 
while we are in session or not in session, 
the senate takes no action on the appoint
ment and returns the appointment to the 
governor without having approved or dis
approved the appointment. 

"Question: Can such a person be reappointed 
to the same position by the governor? " 

As we noted in our Opinion No. 182-1977, an appointment 
made while the Senate is not in session requires approval by the 
Senate within thirty days after t he Senate convenes in regular 
or special session. If such approval is not obtained within such 
time under the provisions of Section 51 of Article IV of the Con
stitution, such appointment fails and such person cannot be reappoint
ed by the Governor to the same position. 

If the appointment or nomination is made while the Senate is 
in session but fails to receive the advice and consent of the 
Senate , the person so nominated cannot be reappointed by the Gover
nor to the same office or position. 

Your third question asks: 

"A name is submitted by the governor, either 
while we were in session or not in session. 
Before the senate can take action the appointee 
resigns from the position. 

"Question: Can such a person be reappointed 
by the governor?" 

If the person is already in office because he was appointe d 
during a recess of the Senate, such person still has the right to 
resign his office under Section 12 of Article VII of the Consti
tution. It is our view that such an appointee has the right to 
resign his position before the Senate rejects the appointment or 
fails to approve the appointment within the thirty days in which 
the advice and consent of the Senate must be given under Section 
51 of Article IV of the Constitution without prejudice to his 
right to be reappointed or renominated by the governor to the 
same position subject to the advice and consent of the Senate 
at another time, either during a recess of the Senate, or while 
the Senate is in session. 

We believe that the same is true of a person who is nominated 
while the Senate is in session. Although such person would not 
actually be in office and therefore would not be resigning within 
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Honorable Richard M. Webster 

the meaning of Section 12 of Article VII of the Constitution, we 
are of the view that such a person could withdraw himself from 
consideration by the Senate before the Senate rejects the appoint
ment or fails to approve the appointment prior to the end of the 
session without prejudice to his right to be reappointed or re
nominated at some other time during a recess of the Senate or dur
ing a session of the Senate. 

Finally , we point out that our answer to your questions are not 
based upon any particular fact situation . Although we have attempt
ed to ascertain the intent of the voters in adopting Section 51 
of Article IV, and to apply the applicable principles of law, 
we do not believe that we can say with certainty how a court would 
rule when presented with a live controversy . Therefore , although 
we submit our views to you , we reserve the right to make a deter
mination of specific controversies if s u ch specific controversies 
become a proper subject for action by this office . 

We do not attempt to pass upon the effect of statutory pro
visions for the removal of officers. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office with respect to the provisions 
of Section 51 of Article IV of the Missouri Constitution that : The 
Governor has authority to ''withdraw " the appointment of a person made 
during a Senate recess before the Senate rejects the appointment or 
fails to approve the appointment within thirty days after the Senate 
has convened only if the "withdrawal " is made by removal of the appointee 
pursuant to Section 17 of Article IV of the Missouri Constitution. 
The Governor has authority to withdraw the nomination of a person 
made during a session of the Senate before the Senate rejects the 
nomination or fails to act on the nomination during such session . 
If, prior to withdrawal or removal, the Senate rejects either such 
nomination or appointment or fails to act thereon as required the 
appointee or nominee cannot again be reappointed or renominated to 
the same position . A person appointed during a recess of the Senate 
may resign pursuant to Section 12 of Article VII of the Constitution 
without prejudice and can be reappointed. A person nominated dur-
ing a session may withdraw his name from consideration by the Senate 
without prejudice and can be reappointed. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant , John C . Klaffenbach. 

Enclosures: Op . No. 203-1977 
Op . No. 182-1 977 

Yours very truly , 

~CROFT 
Attorney General 

-4-



ELECTIONS: 
WATER DISTRICTS; 
AMBULANCE DISTRICTS : 

Senate Substitute for House Bill 
101 of the First Regular Session, 
79th General Assembly , effective 
January 1, 1978 , repeals by impli• 

cation contrary provisions of Section 247.180, RSMo Supp. 1976, 
relating to water district elections and of Section 190.055, 
RSMo Supp . 1975, relating to ambulance district elections . 

OPINION NO. 228 

November 14, 1977 

Honorable Lowell McCuskey 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Osage County 
Post Office Box L 
Linn, Missouri 65051 

Dear Mr. McCuskey: 

FlL En 
~? 

This letter is in res ponse to your request for an opinion 
of this office asking essentially whether Section 247.180 , RSMo 
Supp. 1976 and Section 190.055 , RSMo Supp . 1975 , relating respec
tively to election s in water districts and elections in ambulance 
districts are still applicable in view of the enactment of Sen
ate Substitute for House Bill 101 of the First Regular Session, 
79th General Assembly (hereinafter referred to as House Bill 101). 
The same request regarding water district elections has been 
submitted to us by t he Honorable Roy L. Richter, Prosecuting 
Attorney of Montgomery County , and the Honorable C . E. Hamilton, 
Prosecuting Attorney of Callaway County . We are answering all 
three requests by t h is opinion . 

House Bill 1 01 contains a n effective date of January 1, 
1978 . Section 1.020. 

Section 1 . 001 of t he act provides that the act shall be 
known as the Comprehe nsive El ection Act of 1977 . 

Section 1 . 005 of the act provides that the purpose of the 
act is to simplify, clarify and harmonize the laws governing 
elections . It also pr ovides that it shall be construed and 
applied so a s t o accompl ish its purpose . 
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Section 1 . 010 of the act provides that notwithstanding any 
other provision of law to the contrary, this act shall apply to 
all public elections in the state. 

Section 1 . 015 of the act provides that no part of this act 
shall be construed as impliedly amended or r e pealed by subsequent 
legiSlation if such construction can be reasonably avoided. 

Subsection 24 of Section 1.02~ of the act contains the 
definition of "special district '' and provides that the term means 
" .. any school district, wate r district , fire protection dis 
trict or other district formed under the laws of Missouri to 
provide limited, specific services; " 

Both of the sections to which you refer were enacted prior 
to House Bill 101 . On the other hand, both sections are clearly 
specific and relate to specific subjects . Further, it is clear 
from an examination of House Bill 101 that neither of the sec
tions about which you inquire were expressly repealed and there
fore the simple question that remains is whether or not there 
is a necessary repeal by implication of such sections because 
of the provisions of House Bill 101 . 

We note from an examination of House Bill 101 that it was 
originally introduced containing the effective date of January 1, 
1979. It is our understanding that such effective date would 
have given the legislature ample time to harmonize other provi
sions of the law, such as the ones in question, with the provi
sions of that bill. However, in final passage the effective 
date of the law was moved back one year, as we indicated, to 
January 1, 1978. 

Several basic principles of statutory construction are 
involved. First, we must ascertain legislative intent. In 
determining such legislative intent the court should ascribe 
to the statutory language its plain and rational meaning . 
Gas Service Company v. Morris, 353 S.W.2d 645 (Mo. 1962) . Thus , 
as far as the legislative intent is concerned, it is clear that 
the legislature intended that House Bill 101 be a comprehensive 
election law applying to all public elections in the state, 
including special district elections as defined therein. 

The second basic principle of statutory construction is that 
special statutes usually prevail over general statutes even though 
the general statute is later in point of time. See V. A.M . S., 
Construction of Statutes, § 1.020, Note 95 . A typical case 
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s upporting such holding is State ex rel. Monier v . Crawford, 262 
s .w. 341 (Mo . Bdnc 1924). There is also authority for the proposi
tion that where the general act is later the special statutes wjJl 
be construed as remaining an exception to its terms unless it is 
repealed in express words or by necessary implicdtion. Dalton v . 
Fabius River Drainage Dist., 219 S.W.2d 289 (St .L.Ct.App. 1949). 
However, the court in the absence of compelling authority to the 
contrary will avoid a construction of a statute which would run 
counter to the plain and consistent legislative intent. State on 
Inf. Taylor v. Kiburz, 208 S.W . 2d 285 (Mo.Banc 1948). Further, 
the primary purpose of interpretation of a statute is to reach 
the true legislative intent. State ex rel. Brokaw v . Board of 
Education of Citl of St. Louis, 171 S.W.2d 75 (St.L.Ct.App . 1943). 
Thus, it seems c ear that where the legislative intent is obvious 
it will control, and under such a construction, House Bill 101 
would have to be given its clear meaning unless it is constitu
tionally objectionable. 

In State ex rel. McNary v. Stussie, 518 S.W.2d 630 (Mo.Banc 
1974) , the court considered the constitutionality of Senate Bill 
438, adopted by the 77th General Assembly, which allegedly reduced 
LhP minimum age of jurors to age eighteen. The context of Senate 
Bill 438 is set out in that case and we will not repeat it here . 
In its opinion the court considered the holding of State ex rel. 
Maguire v . Draper, 47 Mo . 29 (1870) and stated, l.c. 635: 

"In Maguire the question presented involved 
the validity and legal effect of a statute 
adopted in 1870 with reference to assessment 
and collection of revenue. It did not pur
port to amend any existing act or section 
thereof and made no reference thereto. In
stead, it purported to be an act complete 
within itself. However, it was repugnant to 
and inconsistent with portions of a previously 
enacted revenue act . The court overruled a 
contention that the 1870 act violated Art. 
IV, S 25 of the 1865 Constitution, saying 
l.c. 32: 

'* * * The statute under consideration, 
however, does not purport in terms to 
amend or repeal any particular act or 
section, and can only be held to have 
that effect by implication. 

'* * * The Constitution has gone so far 
as to prohibit amendments in terms, except 
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in a particular way , but it has not pro
hibited amendments by implication . It 
has nol said that when an act is passed 
inconsistent with a preceding one, so that 
both cannot stand, the latter one shRll be 
void and the earlier one shall prevail, 
but has left the law as it always has been, 
viz: that when two statutes are incon
sistent and repugnant, the one last enacted 
shall be considered in force.' 

"The doctrine applied in Maguire simply 
recognizes that occasions do occur in which 
some repugnance or in~onsistency exists between 
two st.1tutcs adopted by the legislature. In 
such a situation, the court will attempt to 
reconcile them and apply both, but if this 
is not possible and both cannot stand, the 
later act will be held to have repealed by 
implication the earlier of the two acts, 
thereby giving effect to the most recently 
expressed legislative intent of the General 
Assembly. However, the doctrine applies only 
when the two inconsistent statutes each pur
port to be complete and independent legisla
tion. 82 C.J.S . Statutes § 262a, p . 432. 
Furthermore, repeal by implication is not 
favored. State ex rel. George B. Peck Co . 
v . Brown, 34 Mo. 1189, 105 S.W . 2d 909 (1937); 
Vol. I, Cooley ' s Constitutional Limitations 
(8th ed .), p . 316 . 

"'J'h<' Muquj 1"<' Ctl S<.' d nd LhL' doc L r i. n c~ () r 
repeal or umendmcnt by intp l i c,1 Lion ar<' noL 
pertinent to the issue of Lhc constitution
ality of what § 3 of ~ct 70 [the court refer
ring to Vernon ' s Missouri Legislative Service, 
1974, which set forth Senate Bill 438] under
takes to do . Act 70 is not a completely new 
statute with referenc e to jurors , which is 
repugnant to the previously existing statute 
on the subject. Instead, without even spe
cifically referring to the juror statute (or, 
for that matter, others to which Act 70 might 
be considered to be applicable), Act 70 under
takes on a blanket or shotgun basis to strike 
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out of ull statutes (except as provided in 
§§ 2 and 4 of Act 70) the words ' twenty-one 
years of age ' and to substitute therefor the 
words 'eighteen years of age '. The statutes 
uses the phrase 'shall be deemed to mean' 
but it is clear that a substitution of terms 
is intended and this is confirmed by the 
direction given to the revisor of statutes ." 

Thus, the court in State ex rel. McNary v. Stussie, supra, 
concluded that the provisions there in question violated Section 
28 of Article III of the Constitution which provides in part as 
follows: 

" . No act shall be amended by providing 
that words be stricken out or inserted, but 
the words to be stricken out, or the words 
to be inserted, or the words to be stricken 
out and those inserted in lieu thereof, 
together with the act or a section amended , 
shall be set forth in full as amended." 

It is also a basic rule of construction that the courts must 
be reluctant to declare statutes unconstitutional and must resolve 
all doubts in favor of the validity of a legislative act . State 
ex rel. McClellan v . Godfrey, 519 S.W .2d 4 (Mo . Banc 1975). 

The question then is whether or not, from a constitutional 
standpoint, House Bill 101 has the constitutional invalidity 
found to exist in, State ex rel. McNary v . Stussie , supra, or 
whether it comes within the terms of State ex rel. Maguire v. Draper , 
supra. We view House Bill 101 as a complete act in itself relat-
ing to elections and, as we noted, it specifically includes spe-
cial districts. 

It was stated in State ex rel . Maguire v . Draper, supra , that 
the Constitution does not prohibit repeals by implication and that 
when two statutes are inconsistent and repugnant the last one 
enacted shall be considered in force . The court stated , l.c . 
32 - 33: 

" . This must be so in the nature of things , 
for the last enactment is the latest expres
sion of the Legislative will, and must prevail, 
unless it contains some inherent vice that 
prevents it becoming a statute. 
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"In many case s it would be djfficult, iE 
not impracticable, to re-enact and repeal all 
statutes inconsistent with a new enactment, 
though in the pre sent case it would have b een 
easy to have done so, and it would per~aps 
have saved some study and doubt on the part 
of the financial officers of the State and 
counties. But the ease with which it might 
have been done renders it less likely that 
these officers will be misled by the change. 
The act of 1870 introduces a new mode of 
enforcing the collection of taxes--one which 
dispenses with the old machinery that has 
proved so inefficien t , and one which promises 
to give tax sales the validity of execution 
sales upon private judgments, and thus check 
the great and growing evil arising from the 
disposition of men to shirk the burden of 
aiding in the support of government while 
enjoying its protection. So far as the mode 
is new it is inconsistent with the old method, 
and clearly inconsiste nt with those parts of 
the old act which seem to have been followed 
by the relator. 11 

And the court continued, l.c. 33: 

"But, while repugnant statutes necessarily 
supplant previous ones, they must be clearly 
repugnant; for unless the legislative intent 
is expressed in terms, it will not be assumed 
if any other construction can be given to the 
subsequent act. 11 

It is our view that House Bill 101 comes under the ruling 
of the Supreme Court in State ex rel. Maguire v. Draper, supra, 
and not under the court's ruling in State ex rel. McNary v. 
Stussie, supra, Thus, to the extent that there is clear incon
sistency or repugnancy between House Bill 101 and the earlier 
statutes to which you refer, it is our view that House Bill 101 
controls. 

Although we do not attempt here to determine all the ques
tions that may arise, this means then that despite the provisions 
of Section 247.180, RSMo Supp. 1976, voters in order to partici
pate in water district elections must be registered pursuant 
to Section 7.025 of House Bill 101 which provides that except 
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as provided in subsection 2 of Section 7.020 and Section 9 . 005 , 
no person shall be permitted to vote in any election unless he 
is duly registered in accordance with that act . Similarly, elec
tion dates set for such water districts and such ambulance 
districts must conform to the requirements of Section 6.005 of 
House Bi ll 101. 

Finally, in order to avoid confusion and litigation , we 
strongly recommend that the General Assembly harmonize all such 
conflicting prior statutes as expeditiously as possible . In 
this regard we are advised that the Office of the Secretary of 
State is preparing the necessary legislation. This office will 
also assist the General Assembly in any way desired toward that 
end. 

CONCLUSION 

I t is the opinion of this office that Senate Substitute 
for House Bill 101 of the First Regular Session, 79th General 
Assembly, effective January 1, 1978, repeals by implication 
con trary provisions of Section 247.180, RSMo Supp. 1976, 
relating to water district elections and of Section 190 . 055, 
RSMo Supp. 1975, relating to ambulance district elections . 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepar ed 
by my assistant, John C . Klaffenbach . 

Very truly yours , 

Attorney General 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 
JEFFERsoN CITY 

ATTORNEY GENERAL G5101 

December 29, 1977 

Honorable Carole Roper Park 
State Representative, District 
11415 Gill Street 
Sugar Creek, Missouri G4054 

Dear 1·1rs. Park: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 229 

(.314) 751-33;~1 

'I'his letter is in response ·to your qucst:ion asking 'ivhether 
Sectio~ 15 of Senate Substitute for House Bill 5J.3 of the F st 
Regular Session, 79th General Assembly, effectjve January 1, 
1978r req.uires'" not<:-o.r.ies employed by ban3<:f3 ·to Jwep a t.rue and 
perfect record of notarization of titles and deeds of trust 
or whether such transactions are exempt from such requi:cemenl: 
because the documents become public records. 

Section 15 provides: 

"Every no·tary shall keep a true and pGr·· 
feet record of his official acts, except those 
connected with judicial proceedings, and those 
for whose public record the lav·J provides, and 
if required, shall give a certified copy of 
any record in his office, upon the payment 
of the fees therefor. Every not.ary shall make 
and keep an exact minute, in a book kept by 
him for that purpose, of each of his official 
acts, except as herein provided." 

This section was not changed by SSHB 513. The prior identical 
section, Section 486.030, RSI-1o 1969 1 was repealed; bov:rever f it 
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was re-e11acted without change. In fact, the legislative history 
of that section indicates that it has been in effect for many 
years without change. Therefore, that section effects no change 
in the law. 

We are unable to find any Missouri or other cases passing 
upon ·the point which you raise. Hmqever, it seems clea.r that 
such sec·tion excepts those records "connect.ed with j udicia1 · 
proceedings, and those for whose public record the law provides." 
The law provides for the recording of deeds and deeds of trust 
in Section 59.330, RSMo. It is true 1 of course, that as a matter 
of practice not all such instruments are recorded; however, Sec
tion 59.330, RSMo, requires that the proper county recorders 
of deeds record E:uch instrumen·ts when they are presented to 
them i:n proper form. 

We understand Section 15 ~o mean that notaries are not 
required to keep a record of official acts co~necte6 with these 
deeds arcd deeds o:r:· trust o for ·whose public record the lc:nv 
provide::;. n Eov.;ever r WE~ are also of tlw i!J.e\•.J iJlai:: the pl'nd.ent 
course of action is for the notary to make a practice to keep a 
record of any official act where a doubt exists as to whether a 
record is required. 

Inasmuch as ~his question has not been dec3.ded by our courts, 
there may be some doubt as to the meaning of the provision in 
question Vv~1i.clJ should be :resolved by the leg·i s la ture, 'i'J<;::; note 
that it has been held that where a notary is required by law 
to keep a record of his official acts and in violation of his 
duty he fails to do so, in consequence whereof a loss is occa
sioned to one who is thereby deprived of evidence that: t:he a.ct 
was performed, the notary is liable for the resulting damages. 
58 Am. ,Jur. 2d Notaries Public ~ 44. See also Sections 33, 
et seq .-,-SSI.fB 513. 

Very truly yours, 

ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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REGISTRATION: 
ST. LOUIS CITY: 

- -

A person appointed a deputy 
registration official by an 
election authority under the 
provisions of subsection 1 of 

Section 7.035 of Senate Substitute for House Bill No. 101, 
First Regular Session, 79th General Assembly, effective Janua r y 1, 
1978, is not required to be a registered voter in the jurisdiction 
of the appointing election authority . 

OPINION NO . 231 

Dece mber 29, 1977 

Honorable John K. Travers 

F l LE 0 
;;{~I 

' 

\ 
J Chairman, Board of Election Commissioners 

for the City of St . Louis ._ __ ... ·--·------
208 South Twelfth Boulevard 
St. Louis, Missouri 63102 

Dear Mr. Travers: 

This opinion is in response to your question asking: 

" Under Section 7.035 paragraph 1 , page 36 of 
the Missouri Comprehensive Election Act of 
1977 can the election authority legally appoint 
a person who is a regular employee of the City 
Public Library who resides outside the limits 
of the City of St. Louis (St . Louis County) 
as a Deputy Registration Official?" 

Senate Substitute for House Bill No. 101 , First Regular 
Session, 79th General Assembly , is effective under the provisions 
of Section 1.020, of the Act on January 1, 1978. 

Section 7.035 of the Act to which you refer provides: 

"1. Each election authority may appoint 
persons regularly employed in the office of the 
c lerk of any city, town or vil lage, any depart
ment of revenue fee office , or any school, library 
or other tax supported public agency in its juris
diction as deputy registration officials . 

"2. Each election authority may appoint any 
number of additional persons to serve as deputy 
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registration officials . Each such deputy 
shall be a registered voter in the juris
diction of the appointing election authority." 

The above quoted provision is identically the same to that 
section as it was originally introduced in House Bill No. 101. 

We note that Section 7 . 040 of the Act provides that each 
election authority shall have certain duties with respect to 
registration among them being: 

"3. To designate the times, dates and places 
or areas for additional voter registration by 
any deputy appointed pursuant to subsection 2 
of section 7 . 035, and to publicize the times, 
dates and places or areas of such registration 
in any manner reasonably calculated to inform 
the public. " 

Likewise Section 7.045 of the Act provides that each deputy 
registration official has certain duties among them being: 

"2 . to [sic] conduct registration at his regu
lar place of business throughout the entire year 
on all usual business days and at the usual 
office hours in the manner required by this 
chapter, unless he has been appointed pursuant 
to subsection 2 of section 7.035 , in which case 
he shall conduct registration during the dates 
and times and at the places or areas designated 
by the election authority in the manner required 
by this chapter." 

We believe the last two subsections above quoted distinguish 
deputies appointed pursuant to subsection 2 of Section 7.035. 
In view of the fact that both subsections 1 and 2 of Section 
7.035 appear to be independent of each other we conclude that 
the qualification contained in paragraph 2, that such deputy 
shall be a registered voter in the jurisdiction of the appointing 
election authority does not apply to deputies appointed under 
subsection 1. 

we are unaware of any other provision in the act which would 
require a person appointed a deputy under subsection 1 to be a 
registered voter in the jurisdiction of the appointing authority . 
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CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that a person appointed 
a deputy registration official by an election authority under 
the provisions of subsection 1 of Section 7 . 035 of Senate Substi
tute for House Bill No. 101, First Regular Session , 79th General 
Assembly , effective January 1, 1978, is not required to be a reg
istered voter in the jurisdiction of the appointing election author
ity. 

The foregoing opinion , which I hereby approve, was prepared 
by my assistant , John c . Klaffenbach. 
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.JEFFERSON CITY 
(314) 751-3321 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

I December 13, 1977 

Honorable Michael A. Burke 
State Representative, District 73 
2338 Gaebler 
Overland, Missouri 63114 

Dear Representative Burke: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 235, 

This letter is in response to your request for an opinion 
asking: 

"Do the provisions of House Bill No. 341, 
passed by the seventy-ninth general assembly 
and approved by the governor on July 27, 1977, 
preclude a peace officer from detaining a 
juvenile who is publicly intoxicated or pre
vent a finding that the juvenile is delinquent, 
neglected or in need of protection of the 
juvenile court?" 

You also state: 

"House Bill No. 341 purports to dedrim
inalize the act of public intoxication. Never
theless, section 2 of this act states the act 
does not affect any laws regarding 'the sale, 
purchase, dispensing, possessing or use of 
alcoholic beverages at stated times and places 
or by a particular class of persons. ' 
Moreover, section 3 of this act allows a police 
officer to detain a person who is in an incapac
itated or intoxicated condition." 
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House Bill 341, First Regular Session, 79th General Assembly, 
provides for the repeal of Section 562.260, RSMo 1969, and enacts 
in lieu thereof a new section bearing the same number and three 
new additional sections. The act provides as fol~ows: 

562.260. 

"It shall be unlawful for any person in 
this state to enter any schoolhouse or church 
house in which there is an assemblage of peo
ple, met for a lawful purpose, or any court
house, in a drunken or intoxicated and dis
orderly condition, or to drink or offer to 
drink any intoxicating liquors in the presence 
of such assembly of people,.or in any court
house within this state and ~ny person or 
persons so doing shall be guilty of a mis
demeanor. 

* * * 
"SECTION 1. No county or municipality,. 

except as provided in section 2, may adopt 
or enforce a law, rule or ordinance which 
authorizes or requires arrest or punishment 
for public intoxication or being a common or 
habitual drunkard or alcoholic. No county 
or municipality may interpret or apply any 
law or ordinance to circumvent the provisions 
of this section. 

"SECTION 2. Nothing in section 1 shall 
be construed to affect any law, rule or 
ordinance against drunken driving, driving 
under the influence of alcohol or other 
similar offense involving the operation of 
a vehicle, aircraft, boat, machinery, fire
arms or other equipment, or regarding the 
sale, purchase, dispensing, possessing or 
use of alcoholic beverages at stated times 
and places or by a particular class of per
sons, nor shall section 1 prevent the appre
hension, arrest, incarceration and prose
cution of any person who commits any other 
crime while intoxicated or under the influ
ence of alcohol. 
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"SECTION 3~ (1) A person who appears to be 
incapacitated or intoxicated may be taken 
by a peace officer to the person's residence, 
to any available treatment service, or to 
any other appropriate local facility, which 
may li necessary include a jail, for custody 
not to exceed twelve hours. 

(2) Any officer.detaining such person 
shall be immune from prosecution for false 
arrest and shall not be responsible in dam
ages for taking action pursuant to subsection 
1 above if the officer has reasonable grounds 
to believe the per$on is incap~citated or 
intoxicated bv alcohol and he does not use - . '· . unreasonable excess1ve force to detaln such 
person. 

(3) Such immunity from prosecution includes 
the iaking of reasonable action to protect him
self or herself from harm by the intoxicated or 
incapacitated person." 

The first above-quoted paragraph is the same as was subsec
tion 1 of Section 562.260, prior to repeal. In addition to the 
new sections which ar'e set out and which were enacted into law 
the effect of House Bill 341 was to repeal subsection 2 of Sec
tion 562.260, RSI1o 1969, which provided: 

"(2) It shall be unlawful for any person 
in this state to attend or be in any other 
public place, in a drunken Dr intoxicated 
and disorderly condition, and any person or 
persons so doing shall be guilty of a mis
demeanor. As used in this section, the term 
'public place' concludes but is not limited 
to any common carrier, building, street, lane, 
park, or place of public resort, recreation 
or amusement other than a privately owned and 
operated business establishment." 

Other sections relating to the sale of intoxicating liquor 
or beer or nonintoxicating beer to minors and possession of intox
icating liquor or beer or nonintoxicating beer by minors were 
not repealed and are still in effect. See Sections 311.310, 
311.320, 311.325, 312.405 and 312.407, RSMo 1969. 
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Assuming, however, that we are not dealing directly with 
th.e statutory prohibitions which still exist and that your question 
is limited to the simple situation where the minor is found in an 
intoxicated or seemingly intoxicated condition which indicates 
that he is in need of care, we believe that Section 211.031, 
RS1-1o Supp. 1976, is applicable. 

Subsection 1(1) (c) of such section provides: 

"1. Except as otherwise provided herein, 
the juvenile court shall have exclusive 
original jurisdiction in proceedings: 

(1) Involving any child who may be a 
resident of or found within'the county and 
who is alleged to be in need of care and 
treatment because: 

* * * 
(c) The behavior, environment or associ

ations of the child are inj~rious to his 
welfare or to the welfare of others;" 

Reading the last quoted section in conjunction with Section 
3 of House Bill 341 indicates, in our view, that if such a "child 11 

(defined as a person under seventeen years of age, Section 211.021, 
RSMo 1969) is found in an intoxicated or incapacitated condition, 
he may be taken by a peace officer 11 

••• to the person's resi
dence, to any available treatment service, or to any other appro
priate local facility, ..• " Such "appropriate local facility 11 

would usually be a facility under the jurisdiction of the juvenile 
court. 

Therefore, it is our view that the provisions of House Bill 
341 do not preclude a peace officer from detaining a juvenile 
who is publicly intoxicated or prevent the judge of the juvenile 
court from making a determination that such a juvenile is within 
the exclusive jurisdiction of the court pursuant to subsection 
1(1) (c) of Section 211.031. 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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JOHN ASHCROFT 
JEFFERSON CiTY 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

December 29, 1977 

OPINION LETTER NOo 236 

Dr. Hicha.:rd Ll. cTudd 
Acting Din~ctor 
Missouri Depa.rtrnen t cf I~evenue 
Jefferson Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr. Judd: 

This letter is in response to a. request for a.r.. opinion 
on the following question: 

n Is the Direct:or of }~evenue obligated undf~r: 
section 94.5 30 r RSHo ·to begin cGllecting a 
one percent city sales tax for ·the Vlllage 
o:C Coun.-t:r:y Life Acres, MisSOU1'i. ':vh<~n the 
ordinance calling for a special election to 
be held on Septembe.r 28, 1977 on ·the sa.les 
tax proposition was adopted and approved by 
the gove:t.·ni ng body of 'clle city r:n: ior to t.h:::: 
effective date of the amendment to sect,io:n 
94.500 of the City Sales Tax Act 1 " 

(314) 751-332: 

r~c is om:· underst:.anding that Coun·try Life Acres, Hissouri 1 

a villasre of less t.han 500 ropuJ.:=,.-t:i.on, c.ut.horized a. spccia.I 
election dealing with city sales tax by Ordinance No. 148, 
passed and adopted on August 22, 1977. ~t a speci~l election 
held on September: ~.:: 8 r 19 77, the voters of the vLLJ_;:lge of 
Country Life Acres voted in favor of a proposition imposing 
a sales ·tax of cne percenoc on the receipts f:corn ·the ~:;ale at: 
retail of all tangible personal property and taxable services 
a..: r-.:.J--aj ~ ,,-i·i-hi 11 "- 1'e v-; "ll'•-;a of' c·~.ur i_.,,_ T i·"'c> ll·~·roc: C:ca:L--· • 1.:. • '- l. . .L I - ........ - LH . ~ ... ,- ~t\;c '·· "· -·'-- .l 1-.L. .i ·'--'· ·'· ·-· --''-"-- '-· ~ , 
nance No. 6. 0 9 r imposinq t.he sales i:a.:;~:, waf~ adopted on the 
same day by the Board of 'l'rus·tecO:; in response to ·the favorable 
vote. 
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In House Bill No. 165, the 79th deneral Assembly passed 
an act J:'epealing. § 94.500, RSHo 1969 f and repl.aciwJ it. \d.th 
a nevv section V7hich changed ·the definition of t110. t.er'n "c:i. ty." 
·rhe effective date of this act was September 28, 1977. Prior 
to thc;:t time 1 tJ1e City Sales Tax .Ac·t 1 §§ 94.500 t:o 91!.570, was 
available only to those cities having a population of 500 or 
more. See §§ 94.500~1) 1 RSMo 1969~ and ]_i~4"460 1 HSIJ!.o 197::; 
Supp. 

In Opinion No. 359, issued December 10, 1969, to ·tlw 
Honorable William C~ Phelps, this office concluded that a city 
coulcl not, }:->et·c)rc:.: the ef::~r:.l:cti."\n3 ll.atf.; of tl1c~ Ci·t~{ ~3a.lss 'l1.a.;.: .22tct. 1 

pass cln ordi:narH>s levy."in9 a. sale~; tax in a.ccordancc· '~.r:Lth t.hc 
provisions of ~1e Act, and call a special election thereon to 
be held subsequent ~::.o ·tile ei:fect:.ive C.clb-3 of t.lle Act:.. noweve:c I 
that 011inion has been vii Jchdx::::wn, 

Section 9 4. 510, RSMo 19 69, ·the section se·tt:inc:-; forJch thE: 
procedures by which a cit:y may impose a ci.t:y salr:::.s ta.x, is 
identical in form \vith t.he pro-;,lisions of Bouse c:crcrr:tit.Lee S~lb-· 
stitute for Senate Substitut& for Senate Dill ~o. 234, 79th 
General Assembly, which set up procedures for the in~osition 
of a countywide sales t:ax. effect:ive s,~pb3rc,J::er 28, 1977, In 
Op5.nion No. 237, issued DecewJ::Jer 20, 1977 (copy enclosed), 
this office interpreted the acti v:L t.ies of ·the gDvern:Lng bcdy. 
prior to the e.lection of the people as being preliminary in 
naJcure· such tha·t:: action by U1c governing body prior -c.o U.J.E:: 
effective date of the legislative act would not invalidate 
any Jcax ac"lop·ted by a vote of the people sub:oequent to ·the 
da·te oi the act. 

In our opinion, the same interp:cetation is applic.abJ.e to 
this matter. Under the provisions of § 94.510, RSMo J.969, of 
·the c:i ·t:l sa 1 es ~e D_:x Act., a(icJF>tj ()l1 of ·~:tte t .. a.;-~ C! t:tr:~l<l<..Jt: JJ~ c: c; (~C)rn
plished until the vote of the people authorizes and effectuates 
~the . .irn:po3j_ tior1 of tl.1e ta.;( ~ I11 re\Tievving t:l1~3 a.c·ti 'l.i :~; of t:l1E~ 
governing board of Country Life Acres, it is apparent that 
Ordinance No. 148 was ~assed in antici?ation of t~2 effective 
date of IL B. No. 165. Howevc:or, t:he A.ct.i vi ti,3s c~s: th•.::' qoV<:?J::n i.n.~·i 
body did not ."lffecl: the substantive right:s of ·taxpayers wi .. i.:hin 
the city. As of tbe date of the special election, Septen~er 2G, 
1977, t:he Village of Country Life Acres was allowed by la-"'J to 
impose a city sales tax. 
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After the t.ax had ·been adopted 'by a majority vob:~ of the 
persons v6ting in the special ele6tion, ·the resUlts 0ere certified 
to the director of revenue in accordance with subsection 3 of 
Sec'tl'·)n °.1 r·"LO UD'~er t"""ce- C;'"Cl"'···t··a"'.('8S J'J- ;"' 01""" ')P~,-1·.~11 t1···"'·1-~ ~ - i... "" ± <.)- • . -'~· •' L:l'·"·' - .. r.I..J.. JileS .... !..1. " .. r - l.. ·'·~· !,.U.. 1.. ... L .tl. u . LO. ... 

you haVe been presented ~ith sufficient notice of the adoption of 
a valid taxing ordinance in the Village of Country Life Acres to 
cause you to perform your duties under the provisi.ons of § 94.530, 
RSHo 1969, 

Enc: Op. No. 237 
12/20/77 

You.rs very truly,. 

A~oHCHOI::'T 

A.t:torney c;eneral 



DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE: The October 14, 1977 notice 
COUNTY SALES TAX: to the director of revenue of 

the adoption of a countywide 
sales tax by St. Louis County under S.B. No. 234 is sufficient 
to cause the director to perform his duties under the provi
sions of S.B. No . 234. 

December 19, 1977 

Dr. Richard J. Judd 
Acting Director 
Missouri Department of Revenue 
Jefferson Office Building 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Dr . Judd: 

OPINION NO. 237 

._ ____ _ 
This is in response to your request for an opinion on the 

following questions: 

"A. Is the Director of Revenue obligated 
under Section 3 of the County Sales Tax 
Act to begin collecting a one percent St. 
Louis County Sales Tax when the ordinance 
imposing the one percent countywide sales 
tax and calling for a special election to 
be held on October 4, 1977 was adopted and 
approved by the governing body of St. Louis 
County prior to the effective date of the 
County Sales Tax Act, September 28, 1977? 

"B. Is the Director of Revenue obligated 
under Section 3 of the County Sales Tax 
Act to begin collecting a one percent St. 
Louis County Sales Tax when the ordinance 
imposing the sales tax provides that the 
tax shall be effective only upon the ap
proval of a majority of the qualified 
electors of the county in an election 
called for that purpose, and the only 
certification to the Director of Revenue 
is that a majority of votes cast on the 
proposal by the qualified voters voting 
thereon are in favor of the proposal? " 
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By House Committee Substitute for Senate Substitute for 
Senate Bill No. 234, (hereinafter referred to as S.B. No. 234) 
which became effective September 28, 1977, the 79th General 
Assembly passed an act allowing certain counties to impose a 
countywide sales tax for the benefit of both the incorporated 
and the unincorporated areas of the county. The Act provides, 
in pertinent part, that: 

"SECTION 1. 1. The governing body of any 
county of the first class having a charter 
form of government and not containing a 
city with a population of four hundred 
thousand or more may by adopting an ordi
nance, impose a countywide sales tax for 
the benefit of both the incorporated and 
the unincorporated areas of the county; 
provided, however, that no ordinance en
acted pursuant to the authority granted 
by the provisions of this act shall be at 
variance with the provisions as set forth 
in this act, and no ordinance shall be ef
fective unless the governing body of the 
county submits to the voters of the county, 
at a countywide general or primary election 
or at a special election called for that 
purpose, a proposal to authorize the gov
erning body of the county to impose a tax 
under the provisions of this act. • • • 
If a majority of the votes cast on the pro
posal by the qualified voters voting thereon 
are in favor of the proposal, then the ordi
nance shall be in effect . • • . 

* * * 
"3. Within ten days after the adoption of the 
ordinance, the county clerk shall forward to 
the director of revenue by United States regis
tered mail or certified mail a certified copy 
of the ordinance of the governing body. The 
ordinance shall reflect the effective date 
thereof and shall be accompanied by a map of 
the county clearly showing the boundaries there
of. 

* * * 
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"4. The tax shall become effective on the 
first day of the second calendar quarter 
after the director of revenue receives 
notice of adoption of the tax, or on Febru
ary 1, 1978, if notice is received by the 
director of revenue prior to December 31, 
1977. 

* * * 
"SECTION 3. After the effective date of 
any tax imposed under the provisions of 
this act, the director of revenue shall 
perform all functions incident to the ad
ministration, collection, enforcement, and 
operation of the tax, and the director of 
revenue shall collect in addition to the 
sales tax for the state of Missouri the ad
ditional tax authorized under the authority 
of this act. • " 

Ordinance No. 8378, approved by the governing body of 
the county on September 8, 1977, and signed by the County 
Supervisor on September 13, 1977, provides as follows: 

"SECTION 1. That a one percent Countywide 
sales tax is hereby imposed in accordance 
with the provisions of the House Committee 
Substitute for the Senate Substitute for 
Senate Bill Number 234 as passed by the 
First Regular Session of the 79th General 
Assembly. 

SECTION 2. That Section 1 of this ordinance 
shall be effective only upon the approval of 
a majority of the qualified electors of 
St. Louis County in an election called for 
said purpose. 

SECTION 3 . That a special election shall be 
and the same is hereby called and ordered to 
be held in St. Louis County, Missouri, on the 
4th day of October, 1977, for the purpose of 
submitting to the qualified electors of said 
County, the issue of whether a one percent 
Countywide sales tax shall be imposed." 

The special election called for in the Ordinance was held 
on October 4, 1977. At this election, a majority of the voters 
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casting ballots were in favor of the countywide sales tax . On 
October 14 , 1977 , the Administrative Director of St. Louis County 
forwarded to the director of revenue a copy of Ordinance No. 8378 
in addition to a map of St . Louis County and a certified copy of 
the election results as evidence of the adoption of the ordi
nance. 

The act of adoption required by S.B. 234 is a process com
posed of two steps which must be completed before a county
wide sales tax can be validly imposed. The first step is 
approval by the governing body of the county of an ordinance 
describing the tax which, when adopted by the people, imposes 
the tax. The second step is an election in which the people 
vote to authorize and effectuate the imposition of the tax. 

Careful analysis of S.B. 234 reveals that the legislature 
views the adoption of an ordinance imposing the tax by the 
governing body as a preliminary act, incomplete and ineffec
tive until authorized and adopted by the voters . Subsection 3 
of Section 1 of S . B. 234 states: 

"Within ten days after the adoption of 
the ordinance, the county clerk shall for
ward to the director of revenue • • . a 
certified copy . • • of the ordinance 
• • • [which] . . • shall reflect the 
effective date thereof . • •• " 

Since there can be no "effective date" without voter approval 
it is clear that the word "adoption" refers to the completion 
of the process by the voters . To read subsection 3 as requir
ing notice to the director after ordinance approval by the 
governing body of the county would be absurd. Since no other 
notice to the director is authorized, such notice before the 
election would force the director to institute procedures for 
the collection of the tax, even in cases where the voters might 
subsequently reject the proposal . It is clear that S.B . 234 
refers to adoption as the completed adoption process including 
voter approval. 

Since Section 1 mandates voter adoption to effectuate 
the ordinance and subsection 3 of Section 1 clearly suggests 
that the ordinance has not been adopted until the vote of 
the people has been cast , S.B. 234 is consistent only when the 
step taken by the governing body of the county is viewed as 
preliminary, gaining substance and effect only when authorized 
and approved by the voters. 

-4-
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A similar situation arose in the case of Vrooman v. City of 
St. Louis, 337 Mo. 933, 88 S.W.2d 189 (En Bane 1935). In Vrooman, 
a taxpayer of the City of St. Louis challenged the issuance of 
bonds by the city pursuant to an act of the General Assembly 
authorizing the issuance of such bonds. The act provided that 
bonds could only be issued if issuance had been approved by a 
two-thirds majority of the voters of the city at a special or 
general election. The act further provided that such election 
was to be called by the Board of Aldermen of the city after 
being petitioned to do so by a thousand taxpayers of the city. 
An emergency clause in the act provided for its immediate 
effectiveness upon signature by the Governor. See C.S.H.B. 445, 
Laws of Missouri 1935, page 193. 

In accordance with the emergency clause of the act, the 
Board of Aldermen of St. Louis called for an election to deter
mine if the voters wanted a bond issue. The taxpayer claimed that 
the activities of the Board of Aldermen in accepting the one 
thousand petitions and in calling the special election were of no 
effect because the emergency clause in the act was invalid. 
Therefore, the taxpayer contended that no actions could be taken 
under the terms of the statute until it would have become effec
tive in the normal course of events. In disposing of this 
contention, the Missouri Supreme Court ruled: 

"Appellant insists that even if the Enabling 
Act is valid, the emergency clause was not, 
and consequently all proceedings prior to 
August 27, 1935 (the date the Enabling Act 
would be effective without a valid emergency 
clause), were invalid. We do not think it 
necessary to determine the validity of the 
emergency clause. The bond election was not 
held until September 10, 1935, after the 
Enabling Act was effective without any emer
gency clause. Therefore, no substantive 
right of any one was invaded by the perfor
mance of the pre-election preliminaries 
prior to August 27." Vrooman v. City of 
St. Louis, supra, 88 S.W.2d at 196-197. 

It is clear from this language, that the Missouri Supreme 
Court refused to invalidate actions undertaken by a local govern
ment in anticipation of forthcoming rights when such activities 
were preliminary in nature and did not violate the substantive 
rights of the persons affected. 

-5-
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In reviewing Ordinance No. 8378, it is apparent that 
the governing body of St. Louis County acted in anticipation 
of the effective date of S.B. No. 234. However, the activi
ties of the governing body did not affect the substantive 
rights of taxpayers within the county. As of the date of the 
special election, October 4, 1977, S.B. No. 234 was in effect. 

After the tax had been adopted by a majority vote of the 
persons voting in the special election, the results were certified 
to the director of revenue in accordance with subsection 3 of 
Section 1 of S.B. No. 234. Under these circumstances, it is our 
opinion that you have been presented with sufficient notice of 
the adoption of a valid taxing ordinance in st. Louis County to 
cause you to perform your duties under the provisions of Section 
3 of S.B. No. 234. 

With respect to Part B of your request for an opinion, we 
note that the ordinance in question does indicate that the tax is 
to be effective only upon the approval of a majority of the 
qualified electors of the county. However, it is also clear 
from reading that ordinance that it was imposed by the governing 
body of St. Louis County in accordance with and in response to 
the provisions of S.B. No. 234. We note that subsection 1 of 
Section 1 of S.B. No. 234 only requires a favorable vote by a 
majority of the qualified voters voting on the question of 
whether or not a countywide sales tax should be approved. From 
the results certified to you by the county, it is clear that 
the statutory prerequisites have been met. That is, a majority 
of the voters voting upon the question indicated approval for 
the tax. That being so, any language in the ordinance to the 
contrary is surplusage and should be ignored. 

CONCLUSION 

It is the op~n~on of this office that the October 14, 1977 
notice to you of the adoption of a countywide sales tax by 
St. Louis County under S.B. 234 is sufficient to cause you to 
perform your duties under the provisions of S.B. 234. 
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Very truly yours, 

JOHN ASHCROFT 
Attorney General 
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JOHN ASHCROFT JEFFERSON CITY. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 65101 

December 29, 1977 

Dr. Richard J. Judd 
Actin.g IjiJ:-ec ;:():t: 
Missouri DE:J.'.l<:H:•.:rr,crl'i: of Hr:;v,::::nue 
Jefferson Office Duildi.ng 
J'cffen:,;on C.i.1:.y i' ~·lissouri 65101 

Dear Dr. Judd: 

OPINION LETTER NO. 238 

(314) 751-.3321 

This letter is in response to your request for an opinion 
on the following questions: 

11 A. " May an incorporated city, t.own or 
village in the State of Missouri not havi:nq 
a population of five huridred or more enact 
a city sales tax under section 94.500 to 
94.570, as amended, on Sep·tember 28, 1977? 

B. Is the Director of Revenue obliga·ted nnder 
section 9 4 . .5 30, RSMo to bt.'jC::Jin collc"ctins c:l one 
percent city sales tax for the Village of 
Champ, Missouri, when t.he ordinar1ce imposinq· 
the tax and calling for a special election to 
be held on September 28, 1977 was adopted and 
approved by the governing body of the city 
prior t:o the effective dat~e of ·the arnendrnen t 
to section 94.500 of the City Sales Tax Act, 
Sep·telrLber 28, 1977'?" 

House Bill No. 165 of the 79·tb. General Assembly r \vhich 
became effective on Sep·tember 28, 1977, amended§ 94.500, RSrlo 
1969, by removing the population limitation in the definition 
of 'tlw ·term 11 city." Prior t~o t.his t.ime, § 94.500(1) had 
defined tha·t term as meaning an incorpc-r:at:ed city, tmm or 
village with a population of 500 or more. In addition, 
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§ 144.460, RSI1o 1975 Supp., prohibited the imposition of a 
sales tax by any city r tovm or village wi·th Jess than 500 
inhabitants. However, it is apparent that the Legislature 
repealed this limitation by enacting H.B. No. 165. Under the 
provisions of H. J:3. No. 16 5, any incorpora i::ed city 1 town or 
village in the .s-tate of Missouri may impose a city sales tax 
upon its inhabi·tan ts in accordance with t:he provisions s·:::~t 
for-th in the City Sales Tax Act,§§ 94.500 to 94.570, E.SMo 1969. 

It is our understanding that the governing body of Champ, 
Missou:ci, a. >rL lla9·e of less t.h.an 500 ;:Jeople, passed an ordin.::J.nc.::: 
prior t:o the effect:i ve dat.e of E. B. l·!C. 165? inposinsr t.he ci t.y 
sales tax and call~ng for a special eJection to be held on Se&~em
ber 20, 1977. In constn.:.ing the prc.>'.d.c-.:i.cns of the Ci t.y SaleE; 'J'a.x 
Act, this office issued Opinion No. 359, on September 10, 196~, 
·to t:i:.e Hono:rable 1/Jilliar;1 C, Phelps statLng th21t a city co,~ld not 
pass an ordinance levying a sales tax in accordance with the pro
visions of the City Sales Tax Act prior to the effective date of 
the Act. Hov1ever, tha-i:: opinion has bc-'-~.;m ,,di:ht:~ra\\'lL 

The :rnethod by which a city sales tax can be imposed; as 
contained in § 94.510, RSMo 1969, is identical to that contained 
i:u Hotwe CorruTtiti.:ee Subc:d:i·c:ute f.or Senate Subst.i·Lute for Sena.t::; 
Bill No. 234, 79th Gene:cal Assembly, effecocive September 28, 1977, 
which au·thori.zed the imposi·tion of a countywide sales ·tax. In 
Opinion No. 2.37 1 issued December 20, 1977 r (copy attached) this 
office construed the activities of the goveining board under the 
terms of S.B. No. 234 as being preliminary in nature, incomplete 
and ineffective until authorized and adopted by the voters. This 
being so, i·t was our opinion that. acJcions taken by a local CJCV,:-;:r.n..insr 
body prior to the effective date of the substantive law would not 
invalidate subsequent acU.on taken pursuant: to such laws. 

We believe that the position set forth in Opinion No. 237 is 
dispositive of the issue here. In reviewing the actions of the 
governing body of Champ, jViis souri, it is appareni: tha.-c. the gove.r·n
ing body a.cted in anticipation of the effec-tive dc;.Jce of H. B. 
No. 165. However, the activities of the governing body did net 
affect the su.b:o>tc.nt:i.ve ric:::Lts :)f ·tax_~)<e,yeL3 v?:i.tld:a UJC.:' Villd~JE:"'; of 
Champ. As of tl:.e date of the special election, September 2 8, 19 77, 
H.B. No. 165 was in effect and villages under 500 in population 
could legally iinpose a city sales tax. 

A£ ·ter Jche t.ax had been adop·ted by a majority vote of the per·
sons voting in the special election, the results were certified 
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to the director of revenue in accordance with subsection 3 of 
§ 94.510 1 RSjVio 1969. Under these circums·tan.ces, it is our opin-· 
ion that you have been presented with sufficient notice of the 
adoption of a vaJid tax.1.n9 ordinance in the. Village of Charnr•, 
Missourii to cause you to perform your duties under the provisions 
§ 94.530, RSMo. 1969. 

Enc: Op. Nc. 237 
12/20/77 

Very truly yours, 

AShCROFT 
Atton1e_y General 



ELECTIONS: After January 1 , 1978 , the effective 
date of Senate Substitute for House 

Bill 101, First Regular Session, 79th General Assembly, (the Comprehen
sive Election Act of 1977), attorneys employed by the boards of 
election commissioners are considered employees within the provisions 
of Section 2.075 of that Act whi ch requires that employees of each 
board be selected in equal numbers from the two major political 
parties . Selection in equal numbers, however , does not require equal 
selection according to position classification. 

OPINION NO . 2 49 

December 22, 1977 

Honorable Frank Bild 
State Senator, 15th District 
7 Meppen Court 
St . Louis , Missouri 63128 

Dear Senator Bild: 

This opinion is in response to your question asking: 

"Senate Substitute for House Bill 
101 passed by the 79th Genera l Assembly , 
Section 2.070, provides that ' Each board 
of election commissioners shall have the 
right to employ such attorneys and other 
employees as may be necessary to promptl y 
and correctly perform the duties of the 
board. Where an electronic voting system 
or voting machines are used , the board shall 
designate competent employees to have custody 
of and supervise maintenance of the voting 
equipment. Board employees shall be subject 
to the same restrictions and subscribe the 
same oath as members of the board, except 
that no employee of a board shall be required 
to post bond unless directed to do so by the 
board. Employee oaths and any bonds shall be 
filed and preserved in the office of the board .' 

" Section 2.075 provides ' Employees of 
each board shall be selected in equal n umber s 
from the two major political parties. Each 
board may adopt regulations to govern the hiring , 
probationary period , tenure, discipline , dis
charge and retirement of its employees .' 
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"In reading these two Sections together, 
the question is whether or not the Board of 
Election Commissioners is obligated to employ 
a Democrat attorney and a Republican attorney 
as provided in the second paragraph (Section 
2.075} ." 

You further state: 

"Presently, the Board of Election Commissioners 
in the various parts of the state have tradi
tionally employed one attorney from the party 
represented by the Governor of the state. 
The question has arisen as to whether or not 
the new law provided by S.S.H.B . 101 now 
mandates that there should be an attorney 
representing each of the two major political 
parties . There seems to be no doubt as to 
all other employees , that they should be 
divided equally. The question has arisen 
whether this requirement also applies as 
far as the attorney is concerned." 

In our view there is no ambiguity in the provisions quoted. 
The construction of a statute must be determined by what the 
legislature has said and not by what it is thought the legislature 
intended to say. Gray v. Wallace , 319 S . W.2d 582 (Mo . 1958} . 
Therefore , attorneys are considered "employees" under such sections . 

There is a question, however, as to whether the selection in 
"equal numbers " means merely the employment of equal numbers 
of employees without regard to position classification or the em
ployment of equal numbers of like classification . We believe that 
the clear provisions of the Act require the employment of only "equal 
numbers " of employees and not of equal numbers of employees in 
identical or similar positions. Therefore , while the employment 
of an attorney would be considered in determining the number of 
employees from each party, it is not necessary to employ two attor
neys if one attorney is employed . Selection of employees must, of 
course , be consistent with the limitations respecting hiring of 
employees under Section 2 . 080 of the Act . 

CONCLUSION 

It is the opinion of this office that after January 1, 1978, 
the effective date of Senate Substitute for House Bill 101, First 
Regular Session, 79th General Assembly, (the Comprehensive Election 
Act of 1977} , attorneys employed by the boards of election commis
sioners are considered employees within the provisions of Section 
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2 . 075 of that Act which requires that employees of each board 
be selected in equal numbers from the two major political parties. 
Selection in equal numbers, however, does not require equal 
selection according to position classification. 

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve , was prepared 
by my assistant, John c. Klaffenbach. 

Yours very truly, 

~~~ 
OHN ASHCROFT 

Attorney General 
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